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STAIEMEN T OF lHE HONORAWE TRAVIS BARNES
STATE REPRESENTATIVE, 90TH OISTRICT, GEORGIA

I thi~ maybe that some of y!all have gone to a lot of trau-
ble. You may feel like peopl~ *O have organized e banquet end
have all the places set and nobody coims, but I thi~ it is i-
portant that you all are taking this extra precautim before
the reactivation of this L-Reactor.

Really, I have no crit icims. In fact, I want to commnd the
Oepartwnt of Energy, 1 have been receiving almost on a bi-
weekly basis a lot of information about the L-Reactor and whet
possibly is its i~act.

This is written for engineers, and my training was philosophy

~
and theology, so I have had a little bit of a tmgh time with
it. Yet I think the fact you all are having hearings and

U taking a second look at any effect the L-Reactor will have in
its reactivation on this area is good.

As you may well all know, there are over 350,000 people in the
Metropolitan aree of Augusta and we do have a concern abcut any
env iro”me”tal impact it might have on our area, both as far as

Al individuals biologically, perhaps, the chance of emissions, and HeaIth effects
particularly our neighbors to the south of us *O are concerned

A2 about grcundwater affecting their drinking water, perhaps, of GrOun*ater use
the many thousands of people. So we are glad that the govern-
ment is taking a second look and making sure that the phlic
interest is fully protected. And really my only question I
wuld have to you would be: Have all of these precautions been
made and are w double-checking, doble-checking the possible

A3 effEct of any emissions or any effect on the atmospheric condi- Atmo8pheric effects
M tiow as well as the groundwater?

Sections 4.1.1.6, 4.1.2.1, 4.2.2.1,
4.3.1, 5.1.1.3, 5.1.2.2, Appendix B

Groundnater use Sections 4.1.1.3, 5.2.3

Sctions4.~.2.6,4.2.1.5,5.1.2.5,
5.2.7,6.1.4,Appndix8, Appendix G
Sections 4.1.1.}, 5.2.3
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STATEMENTOF JUDITH E. GOROON
REPRESENT1ffi SOUTHCAROLINA ANI GEORGIA SIERRA CLUB

I mnJudithE.Gordon representing the %uth Caroline and Gaor-
gia chapters of the Sierra Cl& with a membership of about
5,000 in the tun-state area. I thank you for this opportunity
to express the environmental concerns of the Sierra Cl* with
respect to the proposed restart of the L-Reactor at the Savan-
nah River Plant.

In its public notice, 00E has identified several environmental
issues to be addressed. However, I did not see 1 is ted one of

01 th3 most important issues; that is, the destruction of mtlands &tland iapacts
habitat.

s
The percentage of S* wetlands that will be affected by L-

A Reactor restart varies with how the calculations are made and
with hcm wetlands are defined. Nonetheless, by 00E 1a own cal-
culations, only >6 percent of Savannah River Plant wtlands
have not been affected by therml discharges.

Since 10SS of nwtlands has becwm a priority--of priority in
environmental concerns, both at federal imd state levels, I
request that in assessing netland losses, 00E take into
account:

1. The literature from the federal agencie8 concerned, for
example, studies done by the Fish & Wildlife Service of the
Department of the Interior.

2. Studies done by South Carolina and Georgia stete agencies
on the importance of wetlands and their rate of 10S8.

There are other concern8 I wuld like to e~hasize using the
categories suggested by the Oepartfmnt of Energy.

B2 No. 1. Socioeconomic: Since ari Environmental l~act Stnteuant SOcioeconondcs
t yplcallY discusses the jobs provided by the facility, I
belleve the other side of the economic coin tiould alm be die-
cussed in the EI$ specifically, mat mitigating masures will
the Oepartwnt of Energy implwnmnt to lessen the job crisis

Sections 4.1.1.4, 4.4.2, 5.1.1.2,
5.2.4, Appendix C, Appendix I

%ction 4.6
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that wi 11 ensue when the aging reactors at the Savannah River
Plant nre shut down, including eventually the L-Reactor itself.

S13 2. Endangered Species: The EIS should certainly incorporate
the resuLts of o“goi”g re8eacch being done at the Sava””ti
River lti on river ecology and the !%octnose Stucgeon. It

shald also include a Woodstork study currently under way at
the Savannah River Ecology Lab.

m 3. Fisheries: The EIS should estimate the cumulative effects

on fish passage from all thwrwl plumes in the river area, not
just that of L-Reactor.

05 4. Radiological Effects and Safety: 7he EIS should address the
estimated contaninat ion and hazards resulting frrnn a worst
possible accident at the L-Reactor; nothirq less than that.

~ M No. 5. Groundwater Contamination: In view of the reprted
u contamination of the Tuscaloosa Aquifer, the EIS shculd explain

hat errors wre made in previou8 sttiies that a88ured the
ptilic that there was w reaao” to be concecnBd about pol lut io”

of aquifers. This should be cent rastBd with expla”atio”s of

han the varicus wastes from the L-Reactor restart wuld be
handled to prev~nt further contamination.

Finally, 1 would like to make t w general connnents that 1 feel
DOE ahwld conaid.qc in the preparation of this EIS.

Number one, as a government agency, the Deparbnent of Energy
should set an example such that everyone hnuld be aware of the
concern of the federal government for environmental quality.

07 In particular, the federal governmnt surely muld not be in
the position of exeqting itself from standards that it expects
private intistry to meet, and I make this point in partimlar
reference to the water Sta”darda set by the State of %Uth
Carolina and the attmpts to have these put aside so that the
reactors at SW can be alloued to discharge hot water into the
strems on site.

BE Number tw, if the Department of Energy expects to establish
credibi Lity for its state~nts and actions, then it in t irfa
that it quit fw”itoring it~elf and establish a fund through

Endangered species sections 3.6.1.4, 3.6,2.3, 4.1.1.4,
~pendix C

Fisheries Sections 5.2.4.2, 5.2.5.1

Accident analyais Sections 4.2.1, 4.4.1, @pandix G

Gcoundwater contamination sections 4.1.2.2, 4.4.3, 5.1.1.2,
5.1.1.4, Appendix F. Mitigation of
ground!mater contandnation at SRP
will be the sbject of a separate
WEPA review.

Regulatory requireuento

bnitoring

Chapter 7
fhe OOE ia responsible for aesuring
health end safety for its own facil-
ities. In addition, the ODE will be
in co~liance with all applicable
Federal and State regulations.

&8pter 6
In ddition to the SW monitoring
pcogrmns, both the States of ~uth
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which independent qencies would monitor both radioactive and
nonradioactive discharges from the f acil it iea contracted by
00E. It is doubtless too late to bgin this process for the
E(S in question, but it should certainly be possible For future
endeavors.

09 There is one more thing I wuld like to add which is mt in the
stataent, and I wculd 1 ike to say that I thi~ it would
certainly be an advantqe to everyone if the cunments--the
cmment period on the EIS could be extended to 45 days rather
than 70 days. 1 think it is going to require that anount of
time to effectively judge the EIS.

Carolina rnd Georgia have imple-
mented State-wide environnentd mcm-
itoring progrms. Also, the State
OF South Carolina monitors SRP
activiti- for -P1 iance with State
regul at ions ad adninistrat im of
envixmental laws.

Procedures Forewrd



Table K-3. Scoping statments md E I S sections or DOE-s responses (cent inued)

Cumme”t Scoping

number St atment topic EIs section or DOE camne”t

STArEMENT OF DR. DAVIO STONEY, JR.

My nane is Oavid Stoney, Jr., and I am employed ~ a researcher
and teacher at a Iocal medical college. [ have a Ph.D. i“
physiology. I m here tonight to express my concerns as a
private citizen about sane of the ~pects about the restart of
the L-Reactor.

I mp~eciate the ~Pportunity to be here. I m glad we are
finally going about this thing right.

As a remark at the beginning of things, 1 wuld like to say
that I feLt that some information ws Left out of the back-
ground inf onnat ion that Mr. Sires preee”t ed reqardi”g this
L-Reactor 8U it and its consequences.

For exmple, the suggestim by Mr. Robert Morgan i“ the sp~i”g
of 1981 to a Subcvrnmittee of the Senate, [ believe, that m
exmption from the National Environmental Policy Act require-
ments would be beneficial. Sme itans like that, 1 think, fill
out the background on this dispute.

I ww ld like to address two “r three issues
important and that 1 m not certain will be
SIJFf icient detail and the in-depth analysis
the [“virome”tal Impact Stataent.

that I thin4 are
covered with
that is deserved in

cl First of all, the radiologic effects uf the routine nnd Cunul ative radiological Sections 5.1.2, 5.2.6
accidental releases of radioactivity from the Savannah River effects
Plant. I note that you plan to give us finally the Mulative
dose com itme”ts from rout im operations of the L-Reactor.

1 thirlk tho~ cumulative do= commitments from the L-Reactor
should be cimnbi”ed with cm”lative dose commitments frum all
the other radioactivity-producing activities and f~.il iiies at
the Savannah River Plant.

These, I believe, should be explicitly presented a“d the health
effects from those dose commitment should also be explicitly
set forth i“ the Environmental Impact Statment.
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C2 The estimates of the health effects should reflect, first, Health effects Sectiow 4.1.2.6, 4.2.1.5, 5.1.2.5,

those due to tb operation of the L-Reactor in the context of 5.2.7, Ap~ndix B

the entire Savannah River Plant operations, as well = in the
context of neighboring nuclear facilities, such as the Vogtle
Plant, *ich will h coming on line presumably in the near
future.

So we should see not only the incremental effects from the
L-Reactor but how those effects add to what is already being
produced from the Savannah River Plant.

C3 In addition to estimating the health effects from tk total Health effects

radioactivity dose commitment from Savannah River Plant activi-
ties, I thi~ those commitments, those health effects shmld be
taken also in the context of the increased radioactive Lmck-
ground, if you will, in the Northern Hemisphe= by the activity
of all other nuclear facilities, mstly commercial nuclear
facilities.

1 have read, for exa~le, in the 1982 edition of the Encyclo-
pedia 8 ritannica that they anticipate by the year 2000 a
doubling of backgrouti radiatim dm mostly to commercial
nuclear Facilities.

C4 Let’s take a Look at the total health effects, not only from Health effects

the L-Reactor but also from all the other Savannah River Plant
activities, look at that dose cn top, of the &se w are getting
from the rest of the world, if YOU WI1l.

I expect to see in the Environ~ntal Impact Statement at least
three sets of data about health effects.

One, those incremental effects ~sociated with the restart of
L-Reactor; two, those effects associated with t~ entire
S8vannah River Plant and neighboring rniclear facilities activi-
ties, including those from the L-Reactor; and finally, those
associatd with global Northern Hemi?phecic nuclear activities,
including our own regional contributions thereto.

S=ticms 3.7.1, 4.1.2.6, 4.2.1.5,
5.1.2.5, 5.2.7, Appmdix B

Section 3.7.1, 4.1.2.6, 4.2.1.5,
5.1.2.5, 5.2.7, Appendix B

Only then, when we look at all of that data, can tk citizens
of this area really know hat the health effecte are.
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C5 1 second Dr. Gordonvs call, and 1 point out to Mr. Cumbee and
to thi8 hearing that several other people--For example, Or.
Cochran and Or. Scheer of th8 Natural Resources Defense
Council--have called for a release of information about the
consequences of a full core mwltdmn accident at the L-Reactor.

According to your published statment, apparently you intend to
do that. You indicate consideration of postulated beyond
design basis accidents and probability ies. h. Sires didn” t
mntian that, 1 don’t believe, in his verbal address. Am I to
understand that you do intend to consider a full core imltdown
accident, Mr. Sires?

C6 1 believe that the Environnantal l~act Statement should fully
C7 analyze the health a“d enviromntal effects, indeed the social

and the economic effects, of accidents up to a full core

~
w ltdown.

C8 This is what nvuld be required for any commrcial nuclear
reactor. It is tiat the people of this area want to kno~ what
is the bottom rung for prohcing plutoniw for bombs here. %
deserve to know it; w want to know it.

C9 In this regard, there is one area that 1 have spoken to before
that is not considered in your outline of scoping areas. fhis
is the question of what happens in the case of radio logic
emerpncy at the Savannah River Plant.

We need to know, and 1 think the Environmental l~act Statenmnt
should spell out the wchanims for dealing with “s, the
surrmnding populations in the event of a major radio logic
accident at Savannah River Plant.

There are tens of millions of curies of radioactivity in the
inventory of L-Reactor, or at least there will be after its
startup. I want to know *at to do with ~ grandchildren if
there is a fuIl core mltdmn at the L-Reactor with the wind
blowi~ 15 knots right to Augusta.

Accident analysis Sect ion 4.2.1, Appendix G

Health effects Section 4.2.1.5, Appendix G
SOciecOnOmi c effects Appendix G

Regulatory %e COmrmnt 87

Cwrgency planning Section 4.2.1.3, Appendix H

What ace at least the cent co 1, the comrnunicat ion procedures in
the event of such an accident? We want to knw.



Table K-3. Stop ing statments and E 1S sections or DOE’s responses (cent inued)

Cme”t Scoping

number Statane”t t 0p ic El S section or OOE comment

Clo Mr. Cunbee, thank you for the ~portunit y to speak to these
issues. I look fow’drd to reviewing tb draft EIS document.
request specifically that the period for review of the draft
EIS be the full 45-day pe:iod as suggested by law.

NEPA procedures Forewrd
1

I thinkthe po~lation deserves that chance to look at what
will be, for the first time, I think, a fai:ly di:ect
consideratim of Savannah River Plant activities.
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01

SIArEMENT OF GARY MTCAU

1 am a private citizen here in Augusta. I have been in busi-
ness here, and I m now farming a littlebit in South Caro-
lina. 1 ‘m still associated in business here in Augusta and a
resident.

Now, I would like to preface my remarks by saying, of course,
as you know, there are millions of people like myself ho
object to the procedures which the government has sanetimes
used in order to determine what is safe fur the public. Now,
ltm a college-educated man, and I h-n very fmiliar with the
issues. 1 have read extensively on it. 1 have followed the
mclear development and 1 am faniliar with the weapons issue.

I an opposed to an unending manufacture of nuclear weapons; Need
and as I say,these issues--these attitudes that I have are re-
flected in many people of the population, not all of Mm may
be here. I do not know exactly how well you encouraged people
to come. 1 found out about this through a friend.

1 think that the chwical industry tiich is involved here,
DuPont being a 1eadi~ member of that group, and I think the
kerican Goverment has ve?y frequently, hen sunething like
this--when it comes to nuc lea: energy, when it comes b chmi-
cal waste, has gone off half cocked, assumed that anything they
decided would be in the public interest because they have that
trust.

I think we cnuld p?obably list thousands of exanples which
originally begin with ignorance on the part of the goverrnnent
because they feel like they know erlough to &cide an issue.
Now, we are talking about an Er)vironmental Impact Statement, I
realize, a“d that is a“ attenpt to educate yourself a9 the
government, as the Cmpany who ix going to be doing this wurk,
Nith potential dangers to the public and to the enk, i:onnent.

Section 1.1
Considerate im of the rat io”ale in
establishing the need is beyond the
scope of the EIS.

Now, Love Canal, Agent Orange, 2,000, 1 think it is, chmical
waste dunps which are hazardous around this country where
canpanies have walked off and Ief t their garbage laying around;
very deadly.
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02 One thing 1 object to specifically, and I thi~ this is
indicative of the problm here, and the scope of it is through
ignorance, originally feelingit was going to be easy to take
cam of, we wound up with, I think, around 27 or over 20
million gallons of radioactive waste.

We hwe had M“y leaks into the enviromnt. 7hat!s comnmn
knowledge now. Have many safety problems. The chemical
in&stcy i“ ga”eral has a tremendous nmber.

Right ncu thcusands of plants are releasing their effluents
into stream illegally and legally.

05 To be direct, then, I think a full and comprehensive study
shald be undertaken, particularly evacuation i“ the case of a
com nmltdom or other significantaccident.

~
M I think they should et”dy the problem within the co~any of

:. foreseeing and preventing problems which they have not demon-
strated their ability to do, at leaSt real well, They have
projected ahead and discovered Mny things that cml d be prob-
lems, but by and large, w have had many releases, unsafe re-
leases of gas, unscheduled, a“d 1 think that in the sttiy, we
should exmine tiy those things happen; hu~n error, 1 guess.

05 AIso, an evacu~tion plan a“d the effects of the releases;
cancer, specifically.

06 How w1l the aquifer can be protected, I think, shwld be
included in the study. 1 pec80nally do not think that itts
necessary to do it but, of course, if the govermnt--if the
members i“ the government decide they wil 1 impose this, the” I
thiti that they owe it to the public to att~t to protect them
frm that which they have “ot been able to do so far due to
their own mistakes, lack of knowledge especially in foreseeing
what could be problems, wait i“g “nt il they have problem rather
than looking ahead with a study.

Radioactive waste Sectionsb .1.2.8, 4.3, 4.6, 5.1.2.8

Ewrgency planning Section 4.2.1.3, &pendix H

Accident analysis Section 4.2.1.2

Health effects Section 4.2.1.5, Appendix G

Grountiater contamination %ctions 4.1.1.2, 4.4.3, 5.1.1.2,
5.1.1.4, Appendix F. Se Ccnnment
06.

Now, frw what 1 have heard, there is s.nm question as to
whether or not there will eve” be an Environm”tal l~act
Statmnt that is very broad i“ scope. Originally they felt it
was unnecesaery, and nm w are here to find out if the pblic
object B to such a cursory exminat ion.
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I would like to see it M thorough as possible.

That Js all I have to say.
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STATEMENT DF UfS . FRANCES CLOSE HART

I am Frances Hart, ati I !m making the= cownts on behalf of
the Energy Research Foundation of Columbia, South Carolina. My
comments are largelybasedonwrittencomments tiich will be
submitted for the record by the National Resources Def~se
Council on behalf of plaintiff groups in the EIS lawsuit.

We assure that the Department of Energy, in accordame with the
National Environmental Policy tit, will address clearly end
fully the environmental impacts of the L-Reactor, particularly
those which have been repeatedly identified as matters of con-
cern in litigation, Congressional and administrative hearings,
and statements, let t ers and other comments of federa 1 end State
officials and technical personnel, and the public. We assume

~
that 00E will make a concerted effort to fill the existing gaps
in knowledge regarding the impacts of the L-Re=tor tiich have

.
m

been previously pointed out.

El We also anticipate that 00E will give objective co~ideration Alternatives
to all reasonable alternatives keeping in mind the following
statement taken from a Council on Environmental Quality
Memorandum to federal agencies concerning NEPA regulations:

“The phrase ‘ range of alternatives’. . .imludes all reaeontile
alternatives, *ich must be rigorously explored and objectively
evaluated . . . . In determining the scope of alternatives to be
considered the mphasis is on what is ‘reasonable’ rather than
on whether the proponent or applicant likes or is capable of
carrying out a particular alternative. Reasonable alternatives
include those that are practical or feasible from the technical
and economic standpoint and using cormrmn sense, rather than
simply desirable from tb standpoint of the applicant. ”

Specific comments on the proposed SCOP of the E 1S include the
following:

Zz The draft EIS should contain a justification for the proposed Need
startup of the L-Reactor, particularly in regard to the timing,

E2 which has relevance for the operational alternatives which Alt ernativem
would eliminate or reduce tha environmental harm and hazards

Ch6pter2, Section 4.4

Section 1.1

Section 4.4
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E4

E>

associated with operation as proposed in the Envi:orunentaL
Assessment.

There are substantial questions w to the imediacy of the need Need
for the plutonium to & produced by the L-Reactor, *ose
startup was initialLy called for in 1980.

Fur example, the number of warheads fur the MX missilesnow
scheduled to be deployed h= beer> reduced frw @prvxiinately
2,000 to 1,000. It is estimated that the L-Reactor will pro-
duce each year enough plutonium for sme 75 to 100 nuclear
warheads. Thus, the reduction in the MX program alone suggestY
that operation of the L-Reactor may be delayed without risk to
our nat ion’s security irl order to implement mitigatim measures
prior to startup.

00E representatives have repeatedly testified before congres-

sional committees that the L-Reactor is meded to meet a possi-
ble shortfall in nuclear we~on materials in the early 1990’s.
As a result of other production initiatives, 00E is rim already
ahead of its targets to boost the p:oductivn of these mate-
rials. And recent ly the House Armed Services Committee found
that ‘*there is no basis to assume that large rnnnbers of nuclear
weapons will be produced in the years beyond 1990. ”

The draft E[S should consider as a reasonable alternative a Alternatives
delay in the operation of the L-Reactor for an extended period
to allow the imp Iementat icm of mitigat ion alternatives combined
with production alternatives if wcessary.

In order to provide a rational basis for this decision, the Need
draft EIS must provide ati disclose to the public, to the
fullest extent possible, data in response to the Following:

1. Identify each material production alternative through 1995;

Section 1.1
See Cunm6nt D1

S~tivns 2.3, 4.4

Section 1.1

2. Identify by year the plutonium-equivalent production
capability of each alternative;

3. Identify fur each year the plutoniun-equivalent inventory,
stockpile, a“d future requirements;
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E6

El

[8

E9

Elo

4. Indicate precisely which, i.f any, weapns systms and re-
quirewnts would have to be delayed if the L-Reactor opera-
t ion was postponed one, tm, three, or four years; and

5. Indicate whether and hou a delay in L-Reactor operation of
one or tw years would affect the production of warheads
already sche~led to 1988, or plutonium cant ingency needs
in the “out years. ”

Tk draft EIS should fully disclose both the capital and opera- Alternative cooling
tional costs of each cooling water alternative, with covlete
documentation of smh costs and scheduling to permit Meaningful
outside review.

lhe draft EIS should consider the costs as well as the benefits %cioeconomic effects
associated with employment and related econtic impacts of
L-Reactor operations. Continuing or increased ra liance on the
Savannah River Plant cmld present indirect costs to the area,
such as the drain on ski 1led technical personnel *O are thus
not available to the private sector. fhe area’s dependence on
this one source of emplo~nt and economic stimulation could
present problems should national developments bring abcut a
decrease in SRP’S operating budget.

Socioeconomic benefits from impletrmntation of various mitiga- Alternatives
tion alternatives nust be mighed against supposed costs of
delay.

An accidental release could have serious implications for SOcioeconomics

econtic develowent in the region, partimlarly those areas
donnst rem and downwind of SRP, and socioeconomic effects in
the larger %vannh River Basin of such releases, and of water
contamination, should be assessed.

The draft EIS should describe the increase in the withdrawal of Surface water use
Savannah River water for cooling purposes and any indications
of existing and potential conflicts in the u= of this r.3-
snurce, s=h as the proposed hydroelectric facility on the
Augusta Canal. Concerns about adequacy of freshwater supplies
in coastal areas and sqgeated increased use of the Savannah
River For drinking water rrust be tabn into account. And 8d0-
quacy of river flow in times of drwght, a concern expressed by
the Corps of Engineers, nust be addressed.

%ction 4.4.2
Selection of thermal mitigation
measures for all SRP thermal
discharges will be the subject of
a separate NEPA review.

%ctions 4.1.1.1, 5.1.1.1, 5.2.1

Section 4.4.1.6

%ction 4.2 .1.5

%ctiona 4.1.1.2, 5.1.1.4, 5.2.2
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.s11

El 2

El 5

E16

E17

E18

The dose connd tments from the rcut ine operations of the
L-Reactor, including radiocesiuntransport,and f corn L-Reactor
accidental releases should be masured againstthesw
standardsapplied to commercial nuclear reactors and using ‘the
sane methodology. 7he draft EIS should clearly identify where
those standards, nmly 10 CFR Parts 50 and 100, muld be
exceeded by thB L-Reactor and by SW as a mlt i-reactor site.

l~acta from cesim transport shculd be evaluated partiwlarly
with regard to the flooding of Creek Swamp Plantation and FQS-
aible concentrate ions in fish such as the lar~mouth bass, which
cm have a concentration factor as high as 10,000. Ihe i~acta
must be considered in light of consumption of fish donnatrea
of Creek Swamp Plantation.

The draft EIS should fully analyzethei~actsofallpossible
reactoraccident sequences, including so-called Class 9 mcci-
dents, ~ is required of all cormnercial reactors and using the
Sme methodology. Environmental, social, and economic effects
of accidents up to a full-core mltdom should be considered.
Costs a“d impacts from co”str”ction of contaimnt do~s for
SRP’S reactors should be included in the draft.

The draft should include a liquid pathways assessinent to
analyze the effects of L-Reactor accidental releases on grcund
and surface waters, as nell as drinking water from the Sevan”ah
River.

Finally, the draft EIS shculd contain a clear explanation of
the sources and consequences of the existing groundwater ccl”-
taninatio” at SW in all areas which will in any way be af-
fected by L-Reactor startup, including the M-Aces. It should
provide full documentation as to the possible nwvemnt of con-
taminants to deep aquifers. The discussion in the draft EIS
should provide a basis for selection of a“ alternative to the
present outdated reli8nce on seepage b8sins. Plans for co-
pliance with federal and state envirowntal relations, such
- the ClearI Water hct a“d the Resource Conservation and
ReconryAct,should be discussed.

Regulatory requir-nts

Radiocesim

Accident analysis

Safety alternatives

Accident analysie

Sections 4.1.2, 4.2, 5.1.2, 5.2.6,
&pendix B, &pendix G

%ctions 3.7.2, 4.1.2.4, 4.2.2.5,
@pendix 8, @pendix O

%ction 4.2.1.5, Appendix G

Section 4.4.1.6, Appendix G

%ctions 4.2.1, 4.3.2.3, Ap~ndix G

Groundaater contamination %ctions 4.1.2.2, 4.4.3, 5.1.1.2,
5.1.1.4, Appendix F

Seepage basin alternative %ction 4.4.3

Regulatory requirements bapter 7
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STATEMENT DF DR. WRY KELLY

I m Dr. Mary 1. Kelly, First Vice-President and Natural
Resources Coordinator for the Leaque uf Wanen Voters of South
Carolina. We offered testimony at the February 9, 198~, Senate
Amed Services Camnittee hearing in support of preparation of
an EIS befoze restart OF the L-Reactur. At that time we con-
tended that the Envirunne”tal Assessment was inadequate, that
the Savannah River Plant and its nuclear production facilities
were sited back i“ the fifties, not on the basis of the most
envi~onmentally suited area, but on the basis of political

F1 acceptability. No comprehensive envi~unmental i,npact study h=
ever been done. We seriously doubt, if a study as mandated by
the National E“vironmentsl Policy Act of 1969 had been re-
quired, that this facility would have been sited in a seis-

~ mically active area of high rainfall, on top of a major
aquifer, and impact ing a ? iver used = a d: inktig water ~0.rce

s for a large nmber of Georgia and South Carolina citizens.
Those considerations still prevail. There is still wed fo~
such a comprehensive study which would take Into cowlderatlon
the impact of the total facility plus the impact of other
nuclear Werations under the control of the Nuclear Regulatory
Commission adjacent to or in ?eason&le proximity to the

F2 Savannah River Plant. Cumulative environmental and health

efFects need to be considered. Unf urtunatel y, under the terms
of an expedited EIS pr”cess for une reactor, evaluation of the
t:ue broad and long-range impact will still not be adequately
addressed.

In many respects, the ability of the citizens uf South Carolina
and its regulatory agencies to deal with DDZ h- greatly im-
pruved since the February 9 hearing. This scoping meeting and
the EIS are the result of the amendment to the Energy and Water
Development Appropriations Act of 1984 and the ruling by
Federal Judge Jackson in the suit brought by the Natural Re-
sources DeFense Council. Various League organizat 10nS, inc~ud-
ing the= of Georgia and South Carolina, are plaintiffs in that
suit. Judge Jackson ruled that the L-Reactor restart is indeed
illegal in that it is a significant environmental action. A
ruling on the requested injunction to halt the restart until
the completion of the EIS process is still awaited.

NEPA procedures The Savannah River Plant was sited,
constructed and started operatims
i“ the early 1950’s; this W8S well
before the National Envti~enta~
Policy Act of 1969 that required
EIS be prepared m major Federal
actions.

Cmulative
ef Fects

(radiological) Section 5.2.6



: I’able K-3. ,Scnping stat~nts and EIS sectimns or .~E.’s responses ~(continued)

COnunent scoping

nuinber :Stateilmnt topic EIS section or DOE comnt

h at this tti want to reiter&e that the Enviro~ntal l~act
Statement should not represent. a legalistic charade .. but a sin.
cere commitment to seek and evaluate pertinent in for~t ion.
Obviously, any Envirocnnental. Assemnt- which led to the Find-
ing of No Significant .l~act needs to be reviewed, evaluated
and expanded upon, with full regard to the in~t of a broad
range of interests, incl”di”g state agenciea,. the: academic
comunit y, public interest groups, and private c iti-zens.
We muld like to offer some co-”ts: on the in format io”
euppl=ied by 00E relative to the probable contents. of the EIS.

In the category of production alternatives: : It wuld seem
., important tO. re-evaluate the ,need for i~reased protict ion,~nd

make every attempt to ::scale dom those need8. It is ine8ca~
able that the quest ion. af the.,need .to prodca plutoniun ia part
of the greater ongoing natic,”al.?security debate. If it is
indeed. essential that plutoniun: probct ion be stepped up, the
viable? alternatives should be thoroughly explored in the EIS.

In the category of socioeconamics: A broad consideration of
the state needs to be incorporated, beyond the immdiate jobs

:-at SiU during construction and as .an ongoing operation. South
Carolina has trenmndous potential for no-nuclear economic. and
recreational, develowent, much of tiich could be preclded by’
real and fearad impacts of nuclear? activities.

L Need

Alternatives

%cioeconomic
effects

.Section 1.1
%e Commnt D1

Saction 2.1

.%ction 5.2.1
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G1

STATEMENT Of JAMES W. STALLINGS

I am James W. Stallings, research chemist, retired, from
13arnwell, South Carolina. Background qualifications: I prac-
tical chemistry for 46 years with four national companies,
research and development in industrial/techrucal management.
Memberships: Fellow of the American Institute of Chemists and
the American Men of Science. Authored six u.S. patents.

I want to address a matter of *at we might call groundwater Croundwater contamination ~i~m 4.1.1.2, 5.1.1.2, Apprn-
problems. Iqve had ten yearsq experience in the industrial use
of chlorinated solvents; nam@ly, trichloroethylene and per-
chloroethylene. These are subjects of the SRP groundwater
contamination, plus, of course, other materials.

Earlier there appeared an article of mine in the paper. This
was entitld “Contamination in Our Tuscaloosa Aquifer.’V 1
would like to bring up some points listed in that article and,
thereafter, P more specifically to what is being thought of
today by me.

Tuscaloosa Aquifer contaminants are trichloroethylene and
perchloroethylene.

The pertinence of the aquifer contamination is 8een in the
broad mids in the required on-the-job engineering knowledge-
ability of the handling of chlorinated solvents. This was a
mistake in the first place. This is a problem that has to b
faced today, which is enormous. This is with resp=t to re-
covery by reclaimative distillation rather than the dumping of
waste in the earth.

Where the average fellow nee& to kncn something about this,
I-ve given some limited but fBctual data that ehould clarify to
the interested layman why the aforementioned contaminant pro-
ceed through 8nd into groundwater rather than evaporate. You
have water entrainment at 8.34 pounds per gallon; perchloro-
ethylene at 13.61 pounds per gallon. Perch loroethylene, for
all practical purposes, is insoluble in water. Trichloro -
ethylene is 12.15 pounds per gallon with one-tenth of one gram
solublllty per hundred gram of water, 100 cc or milliliters.
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Normally, these typical chlorinated industrial solvents are
recovered by distillation in a closed system both from a stand-
point of econany and to prevent air and water pollution.

The earthen cesspool, or seepage basin, offers no more than i
waste dump wherein solvent evaporation will be rather insig-
nificant if water is present in the basin, and water would be
present in the unsheltered, exposed basin. Thus, with water
present in the basin fran rain U: utherwise, the 12-pound-per-
gallvn t:ichloruethylene, or the 13.6-pound-per-gallon per-
chloroethylene will hmediately layer bneath the 8.3-pound-
per-gallon water on the bottom of the basin.

The complete insolubi~ity of perchloruethylew in water assures
that it begins a seepage trail frm the bottan of the basin

into the ground above the aquifer. Likewise, tiichloroethylene
will proceed completely after a saturation of any water in the
basin to the extent of about 3.8 grins per gallon. Mixtures of
trichlor and perchlor will behave as vmuld perchlor in their
soil penetration by seepage.

We have, of course, a trichlor problem there. We have the
greater part of the water in this area -- all of the drinking
water in this area and surrounding cunnnunities, all of that
tunes frun the Tuscaloosa Aquifer and its, let’s call, it,
aquifer tributaries.

You know, I can see no more impurtant matter tiati to clean up
the water, first of all. This b a release here, too, and this
is 91Ven in the Augusta Chronicle as of July 19, 1983. They
call it a water cleaner. This must be sanething absolutely
new, and unless it’s sumethi~ very new, it might be somethir)g
that we found in a Rube Goldberg book. flut how in the world
are ycu going to blow solvent out of water unless it’s cm-
pletely i“svluble in it? Why do we think that we ca” go a“d
blow 50 tons of stuff out of the Tuscaloosa Aquifer, and if we
did, it would blow into the air Nhere you have 200 parts per
million of trichlorvethylene. It 9s tk maximum allow~le
1 imit. mat do you want people in this area to *, breathe
that stuff, too?
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G2

Well, we got to find out. 1 cannot go along with this, and it
is not my job to, but 1 ‘ve knom D&ont in Wilmington,
Delaware, for nwce than 50 years. 1 can assure you they have
the answers there if they are not in Aiken.

The stability of chlorinated solvents is another matter, too.
These require stabilizers and these disappear in time. % in
all cases in these areas where there’s solvent in the ground,
you ‘ve got perhaps destabilized material. You’ve prodced
acids, et cetera.

There are solutions to the pcoblm 1 do not go along with. hd
as being reasonably inte~ligent in this area, to say that e
water cleanser is the ans=r down there where w do this for
the next hundred years at taxpayers’ expense, if we need som-
body to do this thing, 1 think w need to go to an outside
swrce. It used to be the most reliable in the cmntry was
Arthur D. Little in Cmbridge, Mass. Well, they are still
there. ~ether they do this or not I don’ t knm, but I muld
suggest that in this EIS statement, the probable solutions will
probably turn out you are going to have to mine this stuff out
that is below these basins.

You will probably have to -- it will probably have to go down
the Savannah River on a mnitored basis. Ihat’s the most
practical solution. There might be a means of catalytic
deco~osition of this to protice Ha hflrochloric acid, and to
neutralize that.

Lastly, and on a personal basis, 1 consider that the cleanup of
the Tuscaloosa Aquifer is, in itself, more demanding than the
startup of the L-Reactor because if what I call the mess at
hand is “at corrected, there is little chance that this or
other sources of contamination will receive the corrective
attention required for safe dritd(ing water in South Carolina
and Georgia from the aquifer.

Thet *s my feelings, and 1 thank you for being tile to express
myself.

Mitigation masures %ctions 4.4.3.1, 4.4.3.2
See Comment BS
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STATEMENT OF MICH~L F. LOWE

My namw is Michael F. Lowe. 1 an Oirector of the PalrnBtto
Alliance, Inc.

We are a et ateuide organization dedicated to advocacy on nu-
clear waste issues, particularly on nuclear waste. I’d like to

HI associate myself with the commnts of the others here today, Need Section 1.1
particularly on the need for nuclear weapons material in the
EIS, addressing that subject.

m
But it has com to our attention

that 00E has disregarded our remarks before the Arnmd Services Radioactive waste S8ction 5.1 .2..9
Comtittee and, again, the scoping of the EIS has otitted con-
sideration of the i~act of the additional volw of liquid,
h@h-level wastes that will be generated as a result of
L-Reactor operations.

~ H3 We alao feel that the ability of the plan~d defense waste Radioactive waste %ction 5.1 .2.8
N
w

processing facility to handle this additional volume in a
timely manner should be considered. The Oefense Waste
Processing Facility wuld be required to handle approximately
30 percent more than was originally planned.

We believe there are ~ny variables that would make the
stabilization and ultimate disposal of this waste uncertain.
Those variables include the feasibility to vitrify high-level
wastes on an industrial scale, tiich has not yet been proven.

The congressional approval for funding to co~lete this
project, the Oefense Wastes Processing Facility, could be in
jeopardy given economic conditions in the future and the
environmental concerns of both the public and scientific com-
munity cwld lead to further delay in addressing the problm of
stabilization and ultimate dispvsal of high-level waste.

In our remarks on February 9th, w said that -- and I v.vul d
like to reiterate that -- it is unfair, unjust, and urmi8e to
ask South Carolina to tolerate generation of more nuclear
wastes in our state, and 1 nuld ask that the EIS consider
this.
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STAIEMEN1 OF WILLIAM MOANIELS

My nw is WiL1im ~Oaniels, and 1 live in Aiken County, hth
Carolina. I ‘m represent ing no particular organizat ion but I &n
concerned and I think this has been voiced by the previou8
speakers here about toxic wastes. 1 ‘m concerned about our
table water, our atmosphere, and things in general. 1 m a
member of the Sierra Club. 1 also belong to the Armcican’
Associatiorm of Retired Persons. 1 will be Chair~n of the
National Council of Senior Citizens COrporat ion nationwide.

1 don’ t know encugh about this L-Reactor here becau8e I *va only
been dom here about ten ~nths. I have moved from the state
of Michigan, but I know what happened in Midland, Michigan, on
this reactor there, the Dow Chemical reactor. There waB ten
rivers poisoned forever, and they will never, never be the
same.

11 I feel that the toxic waste here in South Carolina md for Groundwater contamination Sections 4.1.2, 5.1.1, &pndix F
miles out is -- 1 feel that these contaninante hwe already got *e Comimnt M
dom to the table water, and n know that the table water only
moves two inches every 24 hours. & have a very frqile thing
here, and We+re talking about table water.

The S- thing applies to ozones that have been destroyed.

12 First of all, 1 just wanted to voice my opinion that I ‘m OP Need
13

%ction 1.1
posed to the startup of this reactor. 1 donit thi~ that it ie Radioactive waste Sections 4.1.2.8, 5.1 .2.8
necessary, and I feel, first of all, before you start any oth~r
reactor or bringing any other reactor into existence, that we
8hould have more study on the mwthod of neutralizing the bmst e
that comes frm these reactors. fhis is one of my win
concerns.

1 roved lntO South Carolina not knowing that w had this
L-Reactor. I read nothing about it, kd, of course, w bcught
a placm here. I was born and raised in Tennessee, and I will
not dwell too mch on anything in particular here, but I have
been working in ecology md have bee” a concerned citizen ~nd a
immber of DAPL, Downriver Anti-Pollution League in Michigan,
but 1 have ?mrked in ecology in my spare time, 1 ‘d cay, for
since 1948 and 049.
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1 ‘m concerned for wr younger pe~le that’s C’0rn1n9 along. t
will be 68 years 01 d in Septmber of next year, but I want to
leave smething behind for the younger generation. 1 don’ t
want to leave a contaminated nation, a world -- 1 would 1 ike to
see thm survive. I have three children and I have three
grandchildren, and I think -- 1 dontt think we am getting
enough information or i~ut mt to the public, like here, in
regards to this L-Reactor.

This & about all I have to say. It’s nice Cming. When I Yt.
concerned yesterday, of course, I‘ ve had a fall and broke all

my :ibs, and I would not have probably cm out except I read
y8aterday In tie p~er, Aiken p~er, that there was only one
person that spoke in Augusta, so I felt 1 must make myself
present to voice my opinion = a concerned citizen.
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J1

J2

J3

J4

STATEWENT OF VIRGINIA DYKES

I ‘m Virginia Dykes frm Greer, South Carolina. 1 intetied to
come to represent myself.

1 *ve done quite a bit of research on nuclear issues. In fact,
I spent ~ much time in the Greenville County Library reading
~hgment documents that they finally invited me to work

But I was asked also to present a letter that the Greenville
Count y Demcratic Women sent, so 1 ‘d like to da that, and then
also represent myself.

The letter was sent -- weq re an organizatim of about 2DD wo~n
in Greenville, South Caroline. And on our last meeting we
voted unanimously to 8end this letter. This was before the EIS
was decided upon. It went to Dr. Robert Jackson of the Depart-
ment of Health and Environmental Control of our state and to
the Honorable Donald Hodel, Secretary of the Department of
Ewrgy.

T* membership of Democratic Women of Greenville County, South
Carolina, has voted to wppart the position of Senator Ernest
F. Holli”gs and Senator Mack Mattingly in their efforts to re-
quire an Environmental Impact Statement before the startup of
the L-Reactor at the Savannah River Project.

It is known th+ operation of this re~tor will flush radio- Rediocesium S~tinns >.1.2, 4.1.2.4, Apperdix B,
active cesium into the Savannah River and that millio~ of rmobilizotion Appendix D
gallom of hot water will kill vegetatim over a wide area. Wetland impacts S~tims 4.1.1.4, 4.4.2, 5.1.1.2,

5.2.4, Appendix C, &prndix I
We are alm concerned about the contamin~tim of the Tuscaloosa Groundwater contaminmt ion S.xticms 4.1.2, 5.1.1, ApWndix F
aquifer that has already occurred, and we would @preciate See Comment 06
being advised as to what action is being taken by your agency
to remove these chemicals from the aquifer. ‘

Millions of gallons of hi h-level wastes have been accumulating
8

Radioactive waste Sectio~ 4.1.2.8, 5.1 .2.8
in tanks at the Savannah xver Project over the last 3D years.
These tanks, sae of which have leaked in the p=t, are also
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located above the aquifer. Unfortunately, money has never been
made available to solidify and rmove thie waste to permanent
storage.

While we agree that #nployment and “at io”al defense considerat-
ions are also of importance in this matter, w believe the
significant long-term dsmage to our enviro~nt which has
already occurred at the facility mst be alleviated before the
problem is further aggravated by the operation of the
L-Reactor.

We appreciate your consideration of the concerns of our
mmbership who, as residents of this state, are most closely
affected by this situation, and w look forward to your re-
Spnse. Sincerely. lhie was signed by the Co-Chairs of the
Legislative Committee, DiannO Smock, who is an attorney in
Greenville, and Libby Yarborough, who ie a builder and
developer.

Thank YOU.

This is my own statement that 1 ‘d like to make, please.

South Carolina has the highest infant mortality i“ the United
States. lhe people of Nr state die younger than anywhere else
in this country. Our students have the lowest Scholastic

J5 Apt itude Test scores. men all three of these indicators are Health effects
the dead worst i“ the nation, it points to something in the
environment.

We do have a unique feature in our enviromnt: o“e of the
world’s largest reprocessing plants, which hae been pouring out
radioactive missions cant inuously for 30 years.

People do “ot realize that reprocessing pro&ces large
quantities of radioactive gases and liquids that are released
rmtinely frcun the stack and into the river. A nocwl Iy 0per8-
ting power plant ~mit~ about 10 curies of tritium per year,
*ile the Sava””ah River Plant emits >00,000 mries, or more
than all the powr plants in the wrld put together.

Sections 4.2.1.6, 5.1.2.5, 5.2.7
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Unlike power plants tiere the Fuel is handled very gently, et a
reprocessing plant, this highly radioactive product is dis.
solved in acid, treated with chemical~, and the plutonium is
solidified. Even a government document (Air Cl~ni”g Handbook)
calls reprocessing an i~Brently dirty operation.

36 At the Savannah River Plant about 560,000 curies of krypton 85
and >00,000 cu~ies of tritium are released per year, according
to government sources. My sources happen to be that I called
up the Oepartrnent of Emrgy and asked for t~ officials in
charoe. and .iust =ked thm how mch was released. These
amou~ts reflkt the plant’s normal operations, not including
accidents or the addition of the L-Reactor.

J7 Although these isotopes are difficult to filter and dispose of,
improved technology does exist fiich is not being “s& cur-
rently at SRP. A method using fluoraca rbons to capture kr ypto”
has been developed at Oak Ridge. Voloxidation is a procese
that can be used to renmve tritium bfore it becomes diluted
with water.

J8 We are told that the hundreds of thousands of curies of tritium
dumped into the air and into the Savannah River are harmless,
but research papers shon that the amounts approved for drinking
water may, in fact, b a health hazard. Tri t ium has been &own
to be almost three times as damaging to living system as are
gamma rays at equivalent low-level exposures. Tritiu” cir-
culates as freely as water within individual body cells includ-
ing sperm and egg W1lS where minute mounts can cause genetic
danmge. Hums” deatk have occurred from tritium exposure.
Tritium has a half-life of twelve years, and all of us now
carry a body burden of n!anmade tr it ium within our btiies
cent inually.

I would like to make part of the official record three research
papera on tritium which I obtaimd from the Ouke Medical Center
Library:

The first is Or. R. Lowry Oobs.an, Lawrence Livermore Labora-
tories of the University of California. How Toxic is Tritim?

Radiological 1 effects Sect iofm
Ap~tiix

4.2.1, 5.1.2, 5.2.6,
B, Appendix G

Safety alternatives Section 4.4

Health effects S~tions 4.2.1.5, 4.2.1.6, 5.1.2.5,
5.2.7, 6.1.4, Appmdix B, Appmdix G
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The second is Drs. S. Zmnenhof and E. van brthens, M?ntal
Retardation Research Center, University of California at Los
Angeles School of kdicine, The Effects of Chronic Inqestion of
Tritiated Water on Prenatal Brain Development.

The third is Dr. Takaehi Ito and Katsmi Kobayashi, University
of Tokyo, MutWenesis in Yeast Cells by Stormze in Tritiated
~.

Om of these papers shous that pregnant rats, Men fed with
water containing tinute amounts of tritim, prO&ce offspring
with fewr than the normal nunbar of brain cells.

I m suggesting that w can”t add 60,000 more curies of tritium
out the sts~ and into the river withcut doing smthing abut
the immense problem w already have, and 1 think that you do
need to n!ake this part of your Environmental I~act Statmnt.
And 1 think studies such as these scientific Daoers, *en You
read som6thing like Tritiun Control Technoloti,’ a govermht
docment. thev make Dassina references to th ese research
papers, ht they say ’it!e iot practical to remove tritiun; itrs
a very difficult thing. Therefore, it’s not being done. They
will even aay the reason that tritiun emissions are accepted
is that they are so difficult to remove.

J9 Well, l~m saying w got to address this question, and this is Radiological effects Sactions 4.2.1, 5.1.2, 5.2.6,
the time to do it, hen wa’re having an Environmental l~act Appendix B, Appendix G
Statement ia our golden opportunity to see mat has tritiun
done in the past, what .is it going to do, what are the further
emissions going to do to us in this state.

J1O Other nations have not located their large reprocessing plants R&iological effects Sections 5.1.2, 5.2.6
where miesions are released into the air and dri~ing water of
the population. France, England, and Jqan have located their
reprocessing plants o“ the edge of the ocean. France has a
long pipe along the ocean bed to carry waste a safe distance
out. kmoina radioactive waste into th~ ocean isn$t a wonder-
ful aolut’ion; but it is better than putting it into a river
that is used for drinking water.

J1’1 It is not possible to relocate or shut down the Savannah River Radioactive waste %ctions 4.1.2.8, 5.1.2.8
Plant, which employs 0,000 people a“d tiich is “ceded for de-
fense, Mt the concept of Laying a waste pipe down the ful L
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J12

length of the river and out to sea shmld be examined. 7he
coastal communities may not like it, but it is better for them
than the present system which releases radioactive materials
upst rem and upwind.

Moving the waste by pipeline out to sea may be more practical
than a closed circuit cooling system at SRP, given the problem
of cooling water becoming more radioactive every time it
recycles thrwgh the P1 ant.

Studies shwld be made for the EIS co~aring infant mortality Health effects
and other health records of communities downwind and dohnst rean
frm SW with tmns in the opposite direct ion.

%ctions 4.2.1.6, 5.1.2.5, 5.2.7,
6.1.4, Appendix B

The accidental release of 479,000 curies of trit iun in one day
in 1974 presents an opp.artunity to examine infant mortality in
the follming year in the path of the radioactive release.

The additional emissions from the L-Reactor cannot by accepted Regulatory requirwnts Chapter 7
without adequate cent rols hen SRP already produces one of the
greatest concentrations of radioactive pollution of any
location on earth.



Table K-J. %Wing st.tanents md EIS sections or DOE!. response (continued)

Comment Scoping

numb e r Statement twit E[ S section or DOE cumne”t

STATEMENT OF JOHN OEN 10N

My nme is John Denton. 1 ‘m a concerned citizen from North
August a. 1 have a Bachelor of Science frm We8terr) Carolina i“
1956. I never worked for the goverme”t UP OuPont either, a“d
1 have “o OuPont stock.

I‘ ve heard the meeting with Or. Thunnond and in -- Senator
Thurmo”d had in North Augusta, a“d quite a fen cmme”ts. I
think there!s a lot of cu”fusion that really isnct mcessary.
We need to be well informed on this matter. We wed whatever
informat iort that is “eces.sary, but sume of the figures and
things that were asked for and seem to be required, 1 ‘m sure
Russia would like to have that information.

This reminds me of he” I was starting up a plant in Baton
Rouge, Louisiana, a fen years ago tie. the media ati va?ious
people worked people into a fanatic state uhe” the &lorine
barge w= dmped into the river by the hurzicane. On the morn-
ing that the barge was raised, according to the TV, 20,000
people fled the city. 1 couldn!t get enough men to start my
unit, a“d the danger was equivalent to the possibility of you
falli~ o“t of bed tonight ad bre&ing your ~ck.

Now, that seems to me to be sumetiat of the case in this
L-Reactor startup. I have worked all over the world. fhe
United Stat& is the greatest nation in the wmld. War is a
tezrible spectre for !ne. 1 saw a few shells tune over in World
War 11, a“d 1 don, t like it. I ‘d hate to see a nuclear holo-
caust, b“t whose choice is it? The United Statea h= ~ve:
been a “.dtio” to go to war o“ its neighbor. 1“ fact, it has a
record of helping everybody all over the world.

Now, w need that L-Reactor. We need to get it going. Sane
people question that, ad maybe honestly, b“t we ca”, t get th~
lnf O~atlun frw Russia, mat they ‘re doing over there, artid we
need to -- we need to get on with it.

I know a lot of people hat work for OuPont, prob+ly 8,000
people ““t there, a“d for each one of those peep le that mrk
out there, there’s five or six supp”rt ive occupations i“ this



Table K-3. Scup ing statments ad C [ S sections or DOE 1s respons~ (cent inued)

Cumment Scoping

nunber Statme”t t~ic E1 S sectiw or DOE cmment

~. They can 1t be here today to voice their T i“ion about

We have a certain “umber of groups that cum dew” he= like
flies on a warm biscuit with jelly on it md try to push their
ide= down our throats. 1 don 1t agree with that. We should go
*cad ad start that reactor. Sure, w need the in fomat ion,
but three to five milliw dollars for an Impact Statement, it’s
uur taxes. I’ve been paying taxes since 19x. live never
drawn unemployment o: welfare, and 11 d like to -.E my ta.es
well spent. If w have to have that, ~ ~ead and @t it, but
let’s get this reactor started.



Table K-3. Scoping statmmnts and EIS sections or DOE I e responses (continued)

Cement %opi~

number St atmnt topic EIS section or OOE comnwnt

STATEMENT OF BEATRICE JONES

I mn Beatrice Jones, I have no affiliation, but 1 am a con-
cerned citizen.

With regard to the present scrims enviromntal circumstances
at the Savannah River Plant, there should ti no more errors
that underesttiate, or decisions that intentionally dwnplay,
the dangers of environmental i~acts of the public health and
safety.

L1 Concerns abwt radiation discharges to the envi romiwnt, both Radiological effects Sactions 4.2.1, 5.1.2, 5.2.6,
routine and accident el, co”t inue to be taken lightly by the OOE Appendix S, Pppendix O, @pendix G
even thcugh they knw full well there is no evidence for any
safe amount of ionizing radiation.

L2 The rest art of the L-Reactor is an anti-social, il l-considered, Health effects Sections 4.1.2.6, 4.2.1.5, 5.1.2.5,
technological venture that does not seriously take into acccunt 5.2.7
the health and safety of citizens in South Carolina and
Georgia, or the protection of a fragile enviro-nt.

Oecisions to move forward with the L-Reactor were ~de by mn
ho should understand that they will be held accountable for
their decisions. h I have said before, it is imnural to put a
10U dollar value on human and other life fornm in South
CaroIina and Georgia, while pushing h~ardaus technolo~ where
there is already too much.

Morality, however, is not likely to visibly enter i“t.a Savannah
River Plant t ethnological considerate ions, at least not unt .il
mechanism of rationalization no longer surface sa abundantly
to protect even the most obviously indefensible psitions.

I have sarims reservations about whether an expedited EIS can
adequately address the L-Reactor 8s impact 8, part icular ly hen
alnwet all the problem at SW are interrelated and were
brought to a head by the L. Reactor. The EIS study should be
done in relat ion to the past 30 years of opsrat ional impacts,
that would take into account the errors of the past, so that
they wns t becom the errors of the future a8 WII.

.,,,,,,,, ,,,,,, ,,, ,,, ,,,,,, ,,, ,,, ,,, ,,,,,,,,,,,, ,, .,.,,,,,, ,.,,, ,,, ,,, ,,, ,,, ,,,, , ,,, ,,, ,,,
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I
Comment Scoping

number Statement topic El S sect ion or DOE comment

L8

L9

LID

I am not at all certain that the time element for r=tarting
the L-Reactor is as crucial to national security as is claimed,
but rather the DOE’s fears of too much environmental impact
disclosure.

Nevertheless, even thou~ the expedited EIS will be far less
than what is needed, every effort should be made for a complete
as possible, honestly disclosed, evaluat ion of the L-Reactor’s
environmental impacts. The DOE*S own reports contain projec-
tions of severe environmental impacts withoti mitigation
measures.

It is comforting to know that Senator Hollings has asked the
General Accounting Office to review certain health and safety
issues, *ich have for some time ken my own concerns, as well
as the= of many other people in South Carolina and Georgia.

The scope of the EIS should certainly include the routine and
accidental radiation hazards at SRP. It is an area of concern,
perhaps tb biggest area of concern, for many people. Also,
perhaps the most far-reaching. The body dose to individuals
from the L-Reactor’s startup would increase from 1.8 to

approximately 10.7 millirems per year. Twice NRC standards.

The public should not look for immediate effects hen the real
hazard is delayed. for most of the serious environmental pOi-
sons cancer at 5 to 25 years after poisoning is precisely the
kind of effect we must be concerned about. Genetic effects OC-
curring in subsequent generations could be many times more
serious.

The restart of the L-Reactor would substantially increase the
cumulative hazards of radiation, and because of its age, will
very likely be more accident prone, releasing even greater
quantities of radioactivity to the already overburdened en-
viron~”t. Containment domes should be required for the
L-Reactor and all other operating reactors at the Savannah
River Plant.

Clearly, the impacts of the seepage basins to groundwater
tio.ld also be another of the most important parts of the EIS

Need

Mitigation mee.~ures

Accident analysis

Radiological effects

Health effects

Accident analysis

Safety alternatives

Seepage basins

Section 1.1

SStiOn 4.4

Smtions 4.2, 4.3.2.3, 4.4.1,4.4.5,
Appmdix G

Sections 4.2.1, 5.1.2, 5.2.6,
Apptiix 8

~t~om 4.1.2.6,5.1.2.5,5.2.7,
. .

S=tions 4.2.1,4.4.1,
Appendix G

S~tion 4.4.1,Ap~rdix G

S=tion 4.4.3
See Comment M



Table K-3. Scoping statements and EIS sectiti or DDSrs reapomw (continued)

Comment Scoping

nutier Stat efnent tGQic EI S section or DD2 co-”t

L11

L12

L14

L15

woping. The enormity of the known rnntmnination, and the
potential for even greater contamination has re=hed almost
nightmarish proportions. It is obvious that all seepage b8sins
still in use should be phased out as soon a8 possible, ad
those at the L-Reactor site should not be put to use. Govern-
mnt should heve been preventing these things from happening
instead of making thm happen.

As we all know, toxic chernicola from se~age basins in the M
area have contaminated tk Tuscaloosa Aquifer, a major a.a”rce
of fresh water in the area. The DDSrs earlier asswsment of
the problem indicated the problem was under control, but their
ass-sment was inaccurate. Earth has fu”ct ions other than to
=rve as a nuclear sewer.

It appears to me that it would be helpful if the U.S. Geologi-
cal Survey would be permitted to go on site to & a detailed
hydrological ard geological study. 1 believe it is more diffi-
cult for government officials with conflicts of interest to
assess problems with the proper ~rspective.

It is every persones authoritative right to protect the purity
of their drinking water. Government tiould not only respect,
but help to protect this right.

For the avoidance of illegal 174 degree Fahrenheit thermal dis-
charges into Steel Creek, cooling towere ehould k put into
place before the L-Reactor 0s start-up, Without tk benefit of
cooling towers, all wildlife in the wetlands w1ll & destroyed,
fish in the Savannah River will be killed, and the cesium in
the water will pase a serious threat to the health of people
who drink Savannah River water. This is another issue *ich
concerns me greatly, and one that 1 would like to see
addressed.

I am concerned abok all 11 of the issues listed in tb ‘*DOE
News, ” and appreciate your efforts for the acopi”q meetings. 1
do feel, however, that so mny people voiced their c-eros a~
suggestions during the February end May hearings, that there is
little el= to do but reiterate what has been said before. The
areas of greatest concern are obvious.

Grou”dwater mntaminstion Sectiorm 4.1.2.2, 5.1.1.2, 5.1.1.4,
App8rdix F
See Cwent S6

Seepage basins Section 4.4.3
Tb contami”at im of the lu~alooea
Aquifer will be the wbject of a
=parate NEPA documnt.

Groundwater cent aminat ion See Commnt L 12

Alternative cooling S~tion 4.4.2
See Cement E6

Radiocesium S~tions 3.7.2, 4.1.2.4,
renmbi lizati on Appmdix B, Appadix D



Table K-3. Scoping statements and EIS sections or DOE’s respnsea (cant inued)

Cement %Oplng

nwber St atell18nt topic EIS section or DDE commnt

L16 1 hope all the issues will be given serious attent ion and mit i- Nit igat ion measures %ct ion 4.6
gatim measures taken into account, because constructive action
is possible to protect lives, health and the enviromnt.

1 muld like to take just another nwnnent to Mke a few sq-
ge8tiorm not related to the EIS.

L17 1. Monthly measureumnts monitoring reports should h made pub-
LI.9 lie. 2.

bnitoring S.sctions 6.1, 6.2
All notifications of accidents et SW that are filed Enm rgency planning Appendix G, Appendix H

with the Energy Department on radio~t iv ity or chemical
L19

Wnitoring Swe Connnent ~
ahstances shculd be m.sde public. . Ihere shmld be off-site
gam measurements by aerial surveillance as wall as the o-

L20
Health effects

Site fneasurmnts. b.
%ction 6.1.4

Any health eff~ts researched shmld be
dorn by a Federal Ptilic Health Agency. As taxpayers, w s“p-
port these agencies that are supposed to protect us.



Table K-3. %oping statements and EIS sections or DOE’s responses (cent inued)

Comwnt Scoping

number Statement topic EIs section or DDE cme”t

STATEMENT OF BARBARA WISE

My nam is Barbara Wise, and. I ‘m an area resih”t.

1 ‘d like to preface my comments with the fact that I mn a lay
person, 1 have” -t spent wch time on the technology involved in
the sc~e of an [1S. What I will tell ycu today is mat my
personal concern is, and 1 ‘m not inure but 1 hope that it will
be within the scope of the EIS.

I want to give a brief summary of the concerns I would like to
see addressed i“ the EIS.

Ml First, how m 1 at risk ~ an area citizen and how m I to be
informed of my risk? 1 and the other citizens ho live in the

Ml a environs of the Savannah River Plant are taxpayers. We help to
fund the operation of Savannah River Plant. We have the right
to know how w a“d our children and our environment are put at

M2 risk by the start-up.

M3 1 would like to knw hw the L-Reactor rele~es and wastes wi 11
affect m tien combined with and added to the ongoing releases
and wast~ already occurring at SRP.

M I would like to kncm about the Synergetic effects of the total
radioactive releases from the Savannah River Plant, including
L.Reactor releases, hen combined with the urban and industrial
chemical pollutants to tiich w are already subjected.

M5 In addition to this, what are the predictable incre=es in
accidents, so-called incidents, and problems w can expect with
regard to this restart? I have grave doubts that w wi 11 be
in forfned in any meaningful way of a~ of these dangers because
We haven’ t been in the past. It’s true that information is
pub 1 ished somet imea and maybe and usually is buried in other
technical data in some report or article sonm~ere, but without
any explanation of real implication that ordinary people can
understand,

Accident Analysis

Health effects

Emer~ncy planning

Cumulative radiological
effects

SRP and regional effects

Accident analysis

Section 4.2.1, Pppendix G

Sections 4.1.2.6, 4.2.1.5, 5.1.2.5,
5.2.7, ~pendix H
Appendix H

%ction 5.2.6

Section 5.2.6
The cumulative radiological effects
frm SRP are small (EIS Section
5.2.6) and “o synergistic effects
are expected.

%ctions 4.2.1, 4.4.1, @pendix G

Things are always within safe parmneters, it eeems, at SRP hen
ycu hear any comments frcnn the Departtrmnt of Energy or other
satellite agencies.



Table K-3. %op ing statements and E 1 S sect ions o: DOE’s responses (cent inued)

Cmment Scoping

nmber Statment t 0p ic El S sect ion or OOE cument

I,d like to cite one exmple. 1“ 7977 there was a acciderlt at
which time a massive anount of radioactive tritium W= released
into the envirornne”t, 479,000 curies of tritium were released
in or~e single day. The urdinary 1 ay persm cannot interpret
this. mat is a curie?

To give perspective m this, qproximately or)e half his

mount, 250,000 curies wrn released in 1979 at the tritium
facility i“ T“cso”, Arizu”a, at which point the State of
Arizo~ revoked its 1 icense. To knh that the Ame:ican Atumic
Tritim facility is shut dew” because it released ~proximately
one-half the mount in a year that SRP releases in one day is
one way to give perspective to otherwise meaningless technical
data.

I know frun my reading, and there is agreement a!nung the ex-
perts that there is no safe level of ionizing radiatiun.

z
~

Cancer deaths and Fetal deaths ad genetic mut at ion will occur
M6 in direct ratio to dosage received. Yet, there have &en rto

0
Health effects

c~mprehensive health studies around here to address this
problem.

I understand that this is probably nut in the scope of = E[S,
but what could be more relevant than health effecb on humans
in an EnvirOmental Impact Statenent. We Ire at least = im-

M7 porta”t as the Sturgeons. That is what We& tu be do~ must SRP and regional effects
of all, and if that is beyond the Wope of an EIS, then the EIS
should demand that a comprehensive health study of radiation
effects on humans be begun timediately in additiun to the EIS.

Until that the, we, the area residents, are functioning in the
role of laboratory antials in this ongoing nuclear experi-
ment. Given the tioice, I would prefer to & an in fomed
laboratory antial.

In a final :wark, I would like to express my cuncem over tie
fact that 00E is doing any part of that E“virome”tal Impact
Statement. Now, I knw they have been charged to do it, but it
seens to me in my lack of knowledge of these things that it &

ME inherently improper regulatory practice for an agency to reg+ NEPA procedures
late itself, “or is OuPont or any other benefactor, affiliate,
or satel i ite of SRP an apprg=iate designee to conduct the
EIs. lhe wnflict of interest is blatantly obvious.

Sectiun 6.1.4

Swtim 6.1.4



Table K-3. Scoping statments md E IS sect ions or DDE’s r-po~= (cent inued)

Cwent Scoping

number Statment topic Et S section or DOE cment

If you are i“ the prtiary business of production, you can be
assured that protection will be canprumised and we have only to
look at the record to know this. I guess hat I ‘m requ=ting
is that there will be some mechanism built into the EIS to
efiance & ject ivit y.

M9 Last, I would like to request that the EIS draft be given the NEPA procedures
full 45 days M b the usual procedure.

foreword
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COnnnent %oping

number St at~nt topic EIS section or DOE commnt

STATEENT OF mm LOU SEYMOUR

Okay, I ‘m bry Lou Seymour. I live in Bath, South Carolina,
abwt, oh, ten mile8 from here, and Inm just a concerned
citizen.

L haven!t really got anything very prepared, but I have a few
N1 pints that I?d like to bring out. In the first place, from

what I understand, the Savannah River Plant is allomd to put
much hotter water into the creeks than the other local in-
dust ries and doesn 1t have to abide by the South Carolina State
laws, and I don! t think that, s right. 1 think that sh~ld be
changed. They should have to abide by the state law like
other intietriee, goverment or not.

N2 Also, 1 agree completely with Ms. Wise!s point about the health
study. A full epidemiological study should be made. There
never has been one made, and it’s just beyond comprehension
that it has”, t bee”. The Sava””ah River Plant has been there
for like over 20 somO-odd years, and there, you k“ua, could be
plenty of data on birth defects, cancer, leukemia, a“d the
like, that shauld be collected and aiv.r” to the ohlic so we
can knm what w are living with OU[ there,

N3 Also, one note on the civil defense or whatever you call it
when people are supposed to be notified to evacuate. his last
accident or leak incident or whatever it was they had a couple
of weeks ago, I heard about it on the national news. It wasn’t
w any local news at all, and I was kind of upset, so 1 called
up the Civil Oef ense ~rgency nuaber in Aiken County, and they
had never heard of It. And 1 talked to ow lady on the phone,
and then she got, 1 suppose, her boss in, and he told w,
,tWe I I, do”, t mrry about .it becwse I ‘m sure if it was enything
they muld have told us. ‘g

And then I read in the paper later on that the leak happened
like at 11:15 at night, and they didn”t even tell OHEC until
12:45. That was like an hour and a half that nobody knen about
it, not eve” OHEC, md then the citizens didn 1t knon about it
at all unless they watched the national “ma, and 1 thir&
that’s inexcustile.

Regulatory requir~nts Chapter 7

Health effects section 6.1.4

Emergency pla”ni”g %ctio” 4.2.1.3, @pendix G,
Appendix H
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M Also, there!s one co~nt that I hBard on the news. I didn” t Accidmnt analysi8 %ctiona 4.2.q , 4.4.1, Appendix G
make the hearings last night, but one of the people that test i-
fied mentioned the possibility of a mlt-down, and somone frm
the Savannah River Plant or DOE or somewhere said that these
reactors are different than comrcial reactors, that they
can’ t melt down because they don ‘t get hot enough. *11, now,
I ‘m not a scientist, but 1 thought a mlt-dmvn was when it went
out of control. I didn’ t know it had anything to do with the
operating temperature.

Now, if 1 ‘m wrong there, you kninv, I muld appreciate kncmi”g.
It!e just like you are llving in ignorance all the time, and
you feel like, you know, 1 mean, I hope everything is going
okay out there but they don’ t tell you about it hen something
happens.

Like ~. Wise says about “1 ‘d rather be an informal laboratory
animal, ‘y 1 mean, it just makes you feel better at least to know
what’s going on. 1 don’t think there muld be any panic caused
if w had just been told to close our windows, that a cloud of
trit im might be going by, just close your windws or so fre-
thing, don !t go out. I mean, w had friends over at our house
and they left abaut when it happened, at 11:00 OICIOA at
night, md I thought about that. Like 1 say, 1 an not a scien-
tist but if there is this nuch concern abcut it, apparently the
hole place was cov~red with people frm 00E and NRC the next
day cut gathering sanples in helicopters, it nust have been
something fairly import ant or they huuldn$ t, I don 8t assme,
wouldn’t have spent the mney to do all of that.

And just one thing 1 vmuld like to see in the Enviro~ntal
Impact Statemnt, is to take it really seriously. 1 mean, it
just seem like it f .s taken, you know, a lot of people fighting
a long time just to get to this point, and it seem like that

N5 shwld just be done auto~tically, and 1 certainly thi~ it
should get the full 45 days it’s supposed to, and not be c“t NEPA procedures F.arewrd
dwn to 30 days.

And that$s it.
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STAIEMENT OF OR. ZOE lSAGOS

My “ane is Zoe Tsagos. 1 hold the Energy Chair i“ the League
of Wane” Voters of Northerrti Beaufort County.

I speak in behalf of our organization which u a participant in
the suit, in part pending, against the Department of Er!argy.

On July 15, 1983,United States Oistrict Court Judge Thomas
Pen field Jackson wled on the first part of the suit brought by
the National Resources Defense Council and others for the
issuance of m Envirome”t al lmp act Statment by the DOE ~f ore
the restart of the L-Reactor at the Savannah River Plant.

The previous day, July 14, the President signed the Emrgy and
Water Oevelopme”t Appropriate ions Act, FY-1984.

For greater clarificatiw, I quote Fran H.R. Report Nunber
9B-272, 99th Congress.

And, 10m doing this, or I thought I would be doing this because
peqle would be here, especial 1 y numbers uf people, tio might
not have been following this tiole matter.

But, nevertheless, I tiik it!s perti~”t. The pertiwnt
section of this Act reads B follows:

,QNo”e of tie f“”ds qpropriated by this Act, Or anY

other Act, w by any other provisiom of law, shall
be available for the purpose of restarting the L-
Reactor at the Savannah River Plant, Aiken, South
Carolina, until the Department of Energy cmpletes ~
EnvirornnentaI lmp~t Statement pursuant to Swtiun
102(2) (C) of the National E“vironnental Policy Act of
1969, and u“t il issued a discharge permit pursuant to
the Federal Water Pollution Control Act, 33 U.S.C.
1251, following, ~ anended, ~ich permit shall in-
corporate the terms md conditions providd in the
Memorandum of Understanding, entered inba between the
Department of Energ and the State of South Carolina,

\dated April 27, 198 , relating to studi~ and mitiga-
tion progrfrns associated with such r=tart.’,
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The purpose of today’s meeting by 00E is, as we understand it,
to hear suggestions on what the EIS should encompaas, a scop-
ing operation bsed, in part, on public recommendations from
previous hearings and written submissions.

Becaus of the limitatim of time ad because we realize that
cements will k forthcoming in each of the eleven cate~ries,
from various sources, we shall confine ourselves to five remm-
mendations which lie within one or more of the DOE listed
areas.

02

03

1. Lying withi” the scow of Number 10, Cumlative Thermal
Effects of discharging scalding radioactive effluent into Steel
Creek and the Savannah River. And, Number 11, Cumulative
Radiological Effects of emissions, both i“ the atmosphere and
in the water.

We strongly recomwnd that a method of cooling the rextor
effluent be introduced, either by recyling, by cooling pools,
or by any other acceptable method which will cool tb emissions
to the standard of 90 degrees Fahrenheit, acceptable to the
South Ceroli”a Oepartmnt of Health and Environ~ntal Control.

2. Our second recommendation has to do with the us? of seepage
basins or containers, and falls within hth Ntier 4 in the 00E
identification of issues, which has to do with groundwater
usage and the drawdown into the Tuscaloosa Aquifer, as well as
Number 9, which concerns itself with groundwater contamination
through seepage basins.

We feel that “ew means of co”tainme”t of radioactive and non-
radioactive chemical wastes should be devised, and that fre-
quent and thorough inspection is necessary of whatever recep-
tacles would be used to prevent groundwater seepage s in the
case of the contaminated wells and the penetration into the
Tuscaloosa Aquifer of tb cleaning agent Triclene.

3. Our third recommetiatio” would touch upon all eleven areas
listed by 00E. We feel that the present method of yearly
environmental monitoring of the Savannah River Plant by OuPont,
which prepares the study for DOE, vmuld be tetter carried out

by a carefully chosen itiependent mmmission, an independent
body not connected with DuPont or with the Department of Energy

Scoping

t~ic EI S section or 00S comment

. .

Alternative cooling S~tion 4.4.2
See Cment E6

Groundwater contamination Sectiom 4.1.2.2, 4.4.3, 5.1.1.2,
5.1.1.4, Appendix F
See CO~ent 66

Mo”itori”g S~tio”s 6.1, 6.2
See Comment BB
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or with any other grcup involved with the operat ion of the
Savannah River Plant.

This is not necessarily a reflection on the wrk done and the
contrnta of the DuPont reprt, whose full title is: Environ-
mental Monitoring in the Vicinity of the Savannah River Plant.
And, the one 1 hwe is e8 late as 1982.

Obviu.Isly, in formt ion from those MO operate the Savannah
River Plant is valuablet however, taken together, the material
required by gover-nt agencies, such as DHEC, the data that
CM be provided by D@ont md the independent observation of a
P* Iic ctiesion, auuld provide a reprt Aich mul d be as
inclusive as pssible, and hich, incidentally, huuld spread
the responsibi 1 ity about the accuracy of the envirownt al
impact information.

s
& oh 4. Dur fourth recofmmndation lies within the area of safetfi Ewrgency planning Section 4.2.1.3, Appendix G,

m Uber 7 in the DOE list. kither in the Envira-ntal A8sess- @pendix H

ment nor in the Environnmntal Mnitoring Study is there an
evacuation plan presented.

In the EA under ‘Reactor Accidents, ” peges 4-26 thrcugh 4-31,
coveri~ nuclear, non-nuclear md accidents due to natural
causes, there is a reference made to an evacuation plan. A
reference rely.

On paga 4-28 under ‘Risk Evaluation,” the following statemnt
is n’ade:

‘h -r~ncy response plan has been implemented at
the Savannah River Plant to initiate actiow or
evacuat ion of qloyees &ring an emergency. n

We feel that with the putting in operation of a fourth reactor
at the SRP, thus increasing the possibility of an accident, an
evamat ion plan shmld be included in the EIS shuing the steps
to b taken to evacuate not only the people in the SRP, but
ako the people which can be affected outside the protict ion



Table K-3. Scoping statwnta and EIS sections or DOE’s responses (continued)

Coimnent %oping

number St atenmnt topic EIs section or DDE com”t

An article in the New York Tinms of June 5, 1983, states the
following:

“In case of an accident in a nuclear plant, the
Nuclear Re@latory Cominission requires that prepara-
t ions be made that those 1 iving within ten miles can
be not i Fied, sheltered or evmcuated.

VIpIanS ~st alSO be ~de to test for containat ion of
the food and water within 5D miles .,-

This applies to conunercial nuclear plants, But, a“ accident
muld be equally destructive whether it occurs in a commercial
or federal installation.

We, therefore, need to know hat steps will be taken at the SRP
in case of an accident. It shmld be spelled out.

05 5. ~r fifth recommendat ion rests squarely on the DOE issue Radioactive
Number 11, Cumulative Radiological Effects. ti are dist “rbed
at the present plan to restart the L-Reactor before the g lass i-
~ication or solidification plant will be in operation.

& strongly recommnd that serious consideration be given “ot
to start the L-Reactor until the mans of solidifying a“d
removing the radioactive isotopes is available, thus making the
effluent frm the reactor far leas dest cuct ive to the environ-
ment a“d less po 1 lut ing of the Savao”ah River drinking water
for 70,000 people.

In ammt ion, w are glad that an EIS, even an expedited one,
wi 11 be prepared, not only because this was a pivotal paint i“
our suit against 00E, but because both the people involved in
the suit and the people who wi 11 be operating the L-Reactor
will have time to take yet another loti at the in foc~tion
which h- been gathered in the testimny in North hugusta and
at the several DOE hearings.

This, w hope, will be an opportunity for a reappraisal and a
sincere atte~t by all of us to bring about the best possible
solution to a difficult pr.ablm.

waste %ctions 4.1.2.8, 5.1 .2.8



Table K-3. %.P ing statmnts and EIS sect ions or DDE’s respnses (cant inued)

Cement *aping

number St atanent topic E 1S sect ion or DDE comnt

STATEWNT OF sISTER HELENA PRICE

MY name is Sister Helena Price. I m a member of the Religious
Order of Sisters of E.hristian Doctrine, located in Suffern, New
York. X mn pr-ently employed at St. Peter’s Catholic Parish,
located here in Beau fort. My win wrk consists in facilitat-
ing Religious Education programs, as wll as serving the social
needs in the local comnunity.

1, along with many others, all interested citizens, object as
PI u811 aa fear the restart of the L-Reactor in the im~diate Health effects

Savannah area. & feel deep concern for the possible health
hazards it could create, as wII as the enviromntal destruc-
tion U18 cwld experience.

We are in co~lete agre-nt with the federal judg8’s decision
that an Environmental I~act Statement be mada before the
L-Reactor is restarted.

1, and those with whom I have spoken about this issue, hope
that the Environmental l~act Statemnt wil 1 leave no debt a
abcut the possible dangers for us and for succeeding genera-
tions to come.

Sections 4.1.2.6, 5.1.2.5, 5.2.7,
6.1.4, Appendix B, Appendix G

That completes my statement.



Table K-3. Scoping etatenmnte and EI S sect ione or DOE’s responses (cent inued)

Cement %oping

number St atmnt topic EIS section or DDE cownt

STATEMENT OF SUSAN GRABER

1 ‘m Susan Graber. I drink the water 6nd 1 ‘m here for that
reason. I*m thrilled, as all of us here in Eeaufort are, that
an EIS is going to be done, and 1 just wanted to point out one
thing, that 1 just hope that you uauld coneider t&ing into

91 consideration the entire water problem that w have in this Groundwater contamination %ctions 4.1.2.2, 4.4.3, 5.1.1.2,
area. fhere are threats to our groundaater that concern us, 5.1.1.4, Appendix F
saltwater intrusion, overuse and overpump.sge creates, problems, %e Cownt 06
and 1 would just hope you would take into considerate lon our

92 waterproblem in its entirety md what the e 1 iminatim of our Surface water use sectione 4.1.1.2, 5.1.1.4, 5.2.2,
surface water scurce wuld do, you knm, considering our Appendix O
groundwater pcobleum as wel 1.

I don* t kn.m if you have the &t ropnl itan Savannah groundwater
study that the Corps of Engineers did, tit if you muld look at
that and just consider the little bit of a tussle w are having
with Savannah over MC grmndnater, okay, and hcm dmnage to our
surface water would real lY great Iy affect us on the coast.



Table K-3. %oping statements ond EIS sections or DDE’s responses (cent inued)

Cement Scoping

nmber Statmnt topic EIS sect ion or DDE commnt

STATEMENT OF ZAIDA DILLON

1 ‘m Zaida Oillo”, md 1 have “o affiliation, and I ‘m here as an
indivihal to express my own personal delight with the fact
that there wi 11 indeed be an EIS.

Addressing the is~e of purity of air and purity of water for
Beau fortonians who coneidec thmselves very close dwnst rean
frm the Savannah River Plant.

Although L speak as an individual, the end of 198Z, one thou-
sand signatures wre gathered frm citizens in Beaufort by a
group of us in baufort *O are unaffiliated with any organi-
zation or political grap, and in February, the signatures re-
garded the importation of high level nuclear wastes into South
Carolina. However, 1 thiti there was hardly an individual who
signed that pet ition who did not in addition make a comment Atmospheric effects Sections 4.1.1.6, 4.1.2.1, 4.2.2.1,

RI abt the fear of the threet of the Savannah River Plant as
R2

4.3.1, 5.1.1.3, 5.1.2. Z, Appendix B
being a possible hazard to air md water, md these thousand Groundwater contamination %ctions 4.1.2.2, 4.4.3, 5.1.1.2,
signatures were presented personally to %cretary Mdel, in his 5.1.1.4, Appendix F
office in the Forrestal Building, so I think that although
there are very fen people as citizens here tonight, 1 assure
you that those thousand people, silent voices, are out there in
Beau fort.
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Cment ScOpi~

number Statme”t tGpic E I S sect io” or DDE =~ment

STATE~NT OF ANN HARRI~TON

My n=e is Ann Har=ington, and 1 ‘m just speaking as a private
citizen. I have smething written, so I wil 1 read it.

Since your last hearing, I have been thinking of hat [ would
1 tke to say to the decisim makers concerning the L-Reactor =
well 63 the mclear issue in general. [t u my feeling that
YW are all good people concerned with doir,g *at is best for
our nation and our .+ildren’s future.

1 have no choice but to trust that you are canpetent, con-
scientious professionals. The ton of paperwurk ycN have here
assanbled generated by your countless hours of research 6nd the
hours upon hours spent in research leave a layperson, like

~
myself, little rum to argue on any of the technical points.
However, I have read some on the subject and ref Lected on it

w and have cinne to my own conclusions.

What Me are concerrled with here are envi:omental consequences,
SI and I have one question that 1 wish someom could answer. Why, Radioactive waste Nuclear Waste Policy Act of 1982

after 30 years of nuclear weapons ad power development, is =tablished responsibilities,
there no progran for permawnt storage of nuclear waste? 1
feel that it is foolish to continue to provide waste until a

procedures, and schedules for
providing permanent storage of high

safe, permawnt solution h= been developed. Until thti has level radioactive waste.
wcurred, I cal 1 for a freeze IM any further production of
nuclear we~vns and nuclear power plants.

I want ycu to know that I m afraid. I wonder if the day is
cming when an accident at SRP will force us to evacuate w:
homes, never again to return. A catastrophe of this magnitude
could cripple our country econanical 1 y and &stroy countless
lives. Do we really need to take such a risk? Ultimately, you
are to decide that. I hope you think long and hard on it.



Table K-3. Scoping statments and E [ S sections or DOE’s responses (cvnt inued)
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numb e r Statae”t topic E1s sectim or DOE camnent

sTArcMEN r oF GERALDINE LEWY

Mr. Curnbee, Mr. Sires, I an Geraldine LeMay, Chairm6n of the
National R~ources Canmittee of the League of Wmen Voters of
Savannah-Chatham County and formerly Chairmm of the Energy
Canmittee of the League of Wine” Voters of Georgia.

Mrs. Lee W-h, President of the Georgia League, h= ~ked me to
represent her in speaking fur the state League at this hearing.

Care for the environment is a maj UT concern of the League, and
the League of Wunen Voters of the U.S. in its policy toward
ewrgy development and implement at ion t&@ the POS it iw that
,,envirome”t al protection is a primary cons ideration. ” This

will be the major emphasis in my suggestions about the
L-Reactor react ivation.

Perhqs 1 she. Id cmment first on my previous ~pearances at
Savanrjah River Plant hearings. I m today for the third time
speaking for the Georgia League at a public hearing Q“ the pro-
posed react ivatim of the L-Reactor at the Savannah River
Plant. My earlier statments, at meetings in Februaryand May,
were concerned specifically with the need for a“ Environmental
Impact Statment. H+pily, there wili be no ~ed to restate
today those arguments, for an E IS is now being done. 00E is
now in the progress of p=eparing such a st atane”t.

I m most pleased that we have thus progressed to the position
of doing a thorough study of the impacts on the physical and
hun an environment before the f i“al decis ion is made m whether
b complete reactivatim of the L-Reactor and place it in
GPerat ion.

Sme recmme”dations or, the process of developing a“d &sirable
goals for the EIS: My concern is that the EIS be done in such a



Table K-3. stop inq st atments and E 15 sect ions or DOE 9s responses (cent inued )

Comment Stop irag

mmber St nt ment tcp ic f I S section or DOE cment

TI way that it both will be recognized as a adequate scientific NEPA procedures NEPA procedures requi:e that the re-
analysis, and one tiich is truly objective. The EIS should not
bring forth the kinds of c;iticism which the OOL’s [nvirvn-

~uns ible agency ensure the profes-
sional integrity of the discussion

mental Assessment h= aroused, of a biased approach, one too
limited in scope, and perh+s smetimes inaccurate *hen at

and analyses in EISS. DOE has
identified methods used and has made

va:iance with other studies made of Lhe area. exp 1 ic it references to the scien-
t if ic ad other sources relied on
for cone L“sions.

12 rhe goal stated above, in my opinion, might best be reached by NEPA procedures Foreword.
00E’s establishment of an independent adv isury committee to
oversee studies ad mit igat ion measures. Such a committee,
with details on its possible makeup and responsibilities, has
al:eady been recommended to 00E by the plaintiffs in a lawsuit
about the EIS.

The proposed committee would be widely representative OF all
int crested P-oups, having mmbers Fran federal, South Carolina
and Georgia governments, the plaintiffs, and other civic and
environmental groups.

On such a cmmittee, there would be adequate scier)tific knowl-
edge and sufficient represent atim OF the public interest to
assure that the 1 I S wou Id both be and be recognized as ade-
quate, accurate and objective a goal which I think DOE would
want and should try to achieve.

And now about the scooe of the E15 = DroDOsed by 00E: 00E’s
notice of intent to p~epare an Environmental Impact Statement
lists 11 issues Aich wil~ be analyzed and suggests that others
may be added Followinq the public hearings. This indicates,
ctimendably, a desire to include all aspects of the problem in
the study. However, because of the short time in which this
particular EIS is to be made, it may nut be possible to cuver
adequately this broad a field, and some issues, altho.@ all
listed by 00E are important, may have to be dropped.

Issues finally chosen for study, if sme do have to be dropped,
should log ical ly inc Iude those which a rbumber of interested
groups have pointed out as essential: F“irst, hums” health ef-
fects; reactor safety and radioactive emissions; groundwater
cu”tani”ation; gro””dwater usage; themal effects; transport a-
tim of radioactive materials.



Table K-3. Scoping statements and E15 sections or DDE’s responses (cent inued)

Comment Scoping

nmber Statement topic EIS section or DOE comment

13 And, now, commnts an proposals for tit igat ion of potential lY
harmful impacts: Certain proposals for mitigation of po-
tent ial ly harmful environnmntal impacts from the L-Reactor
react ivation have been at rongly urged by interested civic and
environmental grmps. Many of these sqgestions are also among
alternative mit igat ion measures proposed by DDE in its notice
of intent.

T4 For reactor safety: An improved con fineirient systm; a contain-
T5 ment dom; adoption of safety standards imposed UP commercial

nuclear pane r plants.

T6 To prevent grcundwater contamination: The elimination of the
use of seepage basins.

17 To reduce groundwater usqe and therml effects: The use of a
recirmlation syste$m for the cooling water.

TB For safe transportation of radioactive materials: Adherence to
standards imposed on commercial nmlear activities.

DOE should, 1 suggest, give special consideration to these
methods of mitigating the potential harmful effects of the
L-Reactor reactivation.

T9 mat is, to me, the determining factor in the decision on re-
activation of the L-Reactor: In concluding rny remarks, 1 shmld
like to say that the near completion of the renovation of the
L-Reactor should not, in my opinion, be a detetining factor in
the decision on its reactivation.

If the EIS does point to the likelihood of serious harm to
pe~le and to the physical environment, the L-Reactor should

110 not be pt back into operation. The health and safety of the
people who live and wrk in the area should be accepted as
infinitely more valuable than the millions of dollars invested
in an idle nuclear reactor.

Mitigation masures

Safety alternatives
Regulatory requi r-nts

Seepage basins

Cooling alternatives

Regulatory requirements

Need

Heal th effects

%ction 4.4, Appendix 1

Sect ion 4.4.1, Appendix G
~apter 7

%ction 4.4.3
See Comment E6

Section 4.4.2

Chapter 7

Section 1.1

%ctions 4.1.2.6, 4.2.1.5, 5.1.2.5, ,
5.2.7, 6.1.4, Appendix G

The L-Reactor should not again be PI aced in operation if doing
so will lower the quality of life for the people *O live in
its imrn?diate area, in South Carolina and Georgia, and along
the Savann& River below the plant site.



Table K-3. Scoping st aternents and EIS sections or DOE’s responses (continued)
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STATE~NT OF LAhRENCE BENEDICI

It’s nice to be here again. I MI Lawrence Senedict. I mm the
Chaimn of the Enviromntal Quality Comtittee, Le~e of
Women Voters, Savannah- Chatham. We thank you for allowing us
input into this very vital Environmental l~act Sttiy the
department is conducting.

After hearing Geraldine Le&y, and I hope, Virginia Brown, you
are uell aware of the Leaguets posit ion regarding energy devel-
opment, which is that environmental protection is a primary
consideration. You are equally aware, I,m sure, that the
League is not alone in this PIJS it ion, national ly and
regionally.

Here, in what is darkly called !*SW tiuntry, ” we particularly
support the similar position of two of our co-plaintiffs in
recent victorious lawsuit, which co~elled the Oeparbnent of
Energy to conduct an Envi ronmntal l~act Study prior to re-
start ing the Savannah River Plant !s L-Reactor.

Further than that, w speak today on behalf of The Georgia Con-
servancy and Coastal Citizens for a Clean Enviromnt, repre-
sentatives of whom have been called away on lon~planned
vacations.

The primary concerns of these organizations are these:

Lll Number One, the findings of the EIS should be thoroughly dot+ NEPA procedures
rmnted; that is, hm did the condctors of the study reach
particular conclusions, such as thermal effects in the Savannah
River, or mounts of cesium to be released, et cetera.

U2 Wumber Two, the cesim levels in Steel Creek Oelta shmld be Radiocesiun
retested, not simply recalculated. r.?nwbilization

U3 Number Three, 00E should also produce documentation of the real Need
need for the materials to com from the L-Reactor, withcut this
information creating a national security risk.

Sections 3.7.2, 4.1.2.4,
Appendix B, Appendix O

Section 1.1
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u Both The Conservancy a“d the CCFCE have questions about who NEPA procedures Foremrd
will prepare the EIS. Both register reservations about the NUS
Corporat i“,> co”t i“”i”g to serve DOE in e“vi?oment al matter~
because of that cmpany 1s Finding of No Significant Impact in
the mighbori”g e“vi:o~e”t as reported in the flawed Envi~on-
mental Assessment.

You will recall, in the above~entioned lawsuit, U.S. District
Court Judge Thmas P. Jackson denounced the FONS1 m ‘8unreaon-
able, arbitrary and an abuse of discretion .,1 The League
concurs.

But forcing OOE to c“nduct a“ EIS iY only part of the victory
in the Court. The Court’s dec isim becomes eve” more sig-
nificant than a presidential signature m an ~propriativns
bill because, according to Attorney Jacub Scherr of the Natural
Resources Defense Council, [“c. , ‘,It makes clear that 00E w=

,T
& acting in vio LatiM of the 1- and sets a precedent for OOE$S

decisiuw in the future regarding the Savannah River Plant. ‘V
m

U5 And because there was a violation of the Law irl attmpting to Mitigation mea9ure9 Sect im b.4
restart the L-Reactor, the League will continue to press the
Fight to win an i“junctio” to halt the restart until all co”.
cerned are satisfied that the Wed for the reactor is matched
by mitigating measures to protect the health and we~l-being of
al,1 the creatures and pla”ta i“ SRP 1s surro””ding area.

Given the seeming willingness of 00E to cmply “cm with the
law, the signalswe citizens get Fron SRP are that the whole
system has been approaching a state of disaster in ita Latter
years of a very large mclear+aterials-producing life. The
components for disaster have been visib Le since the first
cascade of scalding discharge water wiped out the marsh= and
denizens of Steel Creek Oelta back i“ the fifties.

Permam”t radioactive danage was assured when the cesium it
carried with it becane an integral part of the &lta, s mud.

Another of SRP 0s dis ~ter cunponents w= registered, for the
first t tie, last spring when it W= discovered that discharged
toxic liquid wast~ were leeching through sme of 00E*s cul-
Iecting ponds into the area 1s groundwater supplies, the extent
to which has “ot yet bee” detem ined.
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And lately, just a few weeks ago, 00E announced the escape of a
small quantity of trit ium intO the atmosphere. ‘8A paltry
supply it was, ” implied a OOE official. “NO rrare radioactive
material than one experiences every day flying at 30,000 feet. ”

Nonsense.

We are unconsoled by suti analogies and t.. rn instead to recent
scientific studies tiich suggest that r~t ine and accidental
release’d of t.ritium may be mre hazardous than previously be-
lieved. Trit. i”m is radioactive hydrogen which can combine to
make radioactive water. This radioactive water becomes an

unseen hazard in our rain, our rivers ad eventual ly our food.
These studi= suggest that E dOse of radiatiOn frOm frit iu=Y
be three times = damaging as the same dose from x-rays.
tritium becomes a part. of our food, our bodies are mre likely
to retain it. While tritium is inside cur bodies, it bombards
our body cells with radiation that can c6use damage *i& can
lead to cancer and other health prOblems. The unbOrn ~ild ‘s
especially sensitive to damag? from trit ium, and young tiildren
are mre semitive than adults.

The bibliography that ~es with that is from HEALTH ANO ENERGY
LEARNIW PROJECT, 236 Massachusetts Avenue, Washington, O.C.

U6 In closing, let m restate the League believw strongly in
mit igat ion masures to correct the deficiencies in SRp ‘S ant i-
quated equipment. In our view, the real issu= are not. how
little radioactivity is abroad in SRP’S neighborhood, not how
significant is the dest cuct ion of Steek Creek’s ecology as
compared to the rest of the marshl atis ad wildlife in Ge0r9 ia
and South Carol ins.

U7 The real issu~ are what cwsed the accidents at. sRP and what
is king done to prevent. them. The answer to the latter issue

U8 is the installation of cooling towers and containment dom- at
U9 al 1 reactor sites at. SRP and mchanisms supplied For recycling

discharge waters.

The EIS nm in progress, truncated thou~ it may be, shmld
address itself to this question. And the injunct. ion we will
seek in a hearing scheduled for Washington, August 16th, will
stop the process at L-Reactor and assure a nvce waningful EIS.

Mitigation masures Section 4.4, Appendix I

Accident analysis Sections 4.2.1, 4.&.1, Appendix G

Safety alternatives Section 4.4.1
Alt. ernat ive coolirtq Section 4.4.2, ApFndix I

See Commnt. E6
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Ulo More import ant 1 y, it will give pase to &t ermine by what scale Health effects Sectiom 4.1.2.6, 4.2.1.5, 5.1.2.5,
of risk do We measure the values of a healthy and st%le 5.2.7, Appetiix G
environment versus expediency and cost effectiveness.
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STATEWNT OF KEN MATTHEWS

1 ‘m Ken Matthews, a member of Natural Resources and Energy
hnagement hmittee of the Savannah Area ~mber of Commrce.
I ‘m speaking on behalf of our organization. I want to thank
you for this opportunity to present our point of view on the
scope of the Environmental Impact Statewnt relative to the
pr~osed restart of the L-Reactor.

1 might mntion that the Savannah Chanber of Comm?rce is a
business organization founded in 1803 that represents 1400
hainesses in the comnunity. tir prtiary emphasis is on ec~
nomic development with additional concern for the quality of
1 i Fe that n!akes Savannah an attractive environment for our cur-
rent residents as =11 as en intent ive for attracting nen busi -

X ness and in&stry to this area.
&

w The Chanber, as expressed previously, has grave concerns over
the Department of Energy’s plans for react lvat Ion and expansion

VI of facilit ies at the Savannah River Plant. Since our connrunity
V2

Atmospheric effects
is 88 miles domriver and downwind from the Savannah River
Plant, w fear that our air and water quality my be adversely

v>
Surface water use

affected by the L-Reactor restart. Consequent lY, w believe
that the Enviro-ntal I~act Statmnt shmld take into SW and regional effects
account the cumulative effects of the present and proposed
facilities at the Savannah River Plant as well as those of
contiguous operations, such as Georgia Power CoWany ’s Plant
Vogt le and the Allied General Nuclear Processing Facility in
Barnwll, South Carolina.

V4 The Chamber also opposes any add itional plant expansions until Cumulative radiological
s-h time as more effective control of radioactive shstances

V5
effects

h= been demonstrated for the exi’dting facilities. k have a Regulatory requi cements
further concern that there is a double standard applied to
those projects of the Department of Energy es opposed to those
carried out by the private sector. &r concern is that the De-
partment of Energy’s standards are not co~arable to those of
the Nuclear Regulatory Commission, nor are they s~ject to the
independent review of that agency.

%ctions ~.l.l .6, 4.1.2.1, 4.2.2.1,
4.3.1, 5.1.1.3, 5.1.2.2, ~pendix B
Sactions 4.1.1.2, 5.1.1.4, 5.2.2,
~~i~5:2 .6

Sections 3.7.1, 5.1.2, 5.2.6
Sections 7.1, 7.2
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V6 The ~anber has consistently expressed its concern for protec- Graun&ater contamination Sections 4.1.2.2, 4.4.3, 5.1.1.2,
tion of the aquifer tiich is recharged near the Smva”nah River 5.1.1.4, App8ndix F
Plant. Ouality grwndnatOr is an extr~ly i~ortant natural See Conhmnt 06
resource to Savann& and nust be protected.

V7 k the Savenn8h acea”s gramdwater supply becomes more ~arce Surface water use Sactions 4.1.1.2, 5.1.1.4, 5.2.2,
through increased demand, we believe that the comwnity wil 1 be Appendix D
forced to rely to a mwh greater extent on the resources of the
Savannah River for potable drinking water and for in&strial
use.

V8 The Environmental Impact Statemnt should addce8s these health %cioeconoinic effects
and pwlic safety concerns that cculd affect wc comnity?s
ability to grow and prosper.

Ue thank tha Departnmnt of Energy for this opportunity to
present our views to be considered in the scope of the Environ-
mental Impact St at~nt, tiich w request address objectively
our concerns for graunduater and river water contminat ion,
cumulative effects of fnultiple rtiiological facilities in the
area of the Savannah River, and thirdly, the L-Reactor com-
ponents that are inconsistent with conniiarcial facilities.

Sections 4.1.1.1, 4.2.1
5.2.1

.5, 5.1.1 .1,
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STATEWNT OF JOEL REED

1 ‘m Joel Reed, and 1 don’t haveany affiliation. 1 just have
three specific suggestions on use of in forination and data which
will go into the [1S.

wl It’s my understanding that the calculations for the maximm
permissible Mnount of atmospheric emissions is based on an even
dist ribut ion throughout the circumference area.

I would 1 ike to remind the Oepartmnt they need to consider the
wind factor, which will reach an uneven buil&up in certain
are= downwind from the plant.

w This al= applies for the calculations for the water emissions,

~
the waste in the water. 1 believe it’s Cesiun-1 37.

m
. You can assme that there is going to be an uneven distribution

by current and wind. All this is going to affect and lead to
an inc ceased bu i id-up in one area and no bui id-up in another
area.

W3 And the third suggestion is to consider the bioaccumulation of
the waste in the food chain of the environment. lhe wastes
that are emitted by the reactor in both atmosphere and water
are going to be absorbed into the ecological food chain at each
level. That means each organism, plant, fish, birds and
hmans, ui 11 be subjected to an increased buil+up of waste, so
you can’t just look at one leve I in that chain. You have to
consider the effects in each level of the chain.

Atmospheric effects Sections 4.1.1.6, 4.1.2.1, 4.2.2.1,
4.3.1, 5.1.1. J, 5.1.2.2, Appendix B

Radiocesiun
remobilizat ion

Sections J.7.2, 4.1.2.4, Pppendix B,
Appendix O

Radiological effects Sections 5.1.2, 5.2.6, Appendix B



Table K-3. Scoping st atmnts and EIS sections or DOE’s responses (cent inued)

Comnt Scoping

number Statmnt topic EIS section or DOE comment

STATEWNT OF VIRGINIA BROWN

I had thought 1 was going to precede tm other speakers, so the
t bning on som of ~ verbs isnq t quite right.

To the United States Department of Energy: 1 mn Virginia Brown
here today representing the League of W-n Voters of Sava”nah-
Chathan. fhe local League has, over the past several months,
worked closely with other Leagues of Wown Voters which have
involved themselves in the primary issues of enviromntal

xl protection in connection with the start-up of the L-Reactor at SRP and regional effects Section 5.2
the Savannah River Plant. We have joined forces aleo with
other groups md i“div iduals in some of their concerns about
this issue and the other issues about enviromntal ifnpact of
the entire Savannah River Plant operation.

The League of Worn” Voters has, from its beginning, concerned
itself with taking act ion *#in the pub 1 ic interest on govern-
ment measures and PO licy. ‘I This is from a 1923 statenm”t of
purpee and plicy of the League of Womn Voters of the United
States.

In the issue under discussion today regarding the Environmental
l~act Statmnt an the L-Reactor, the League is gratified that
our sought-after action to provide such an EIS is being imple-
mented in accordance with requir~nts under the National
Enviro”wntal Policy Act of 1969. The latter government policy
Irmasuce was actively supported by the League of Wonan Voters of
the United States from its inception.

Since then, the League has constant ly mo”.itored those act iv i-
ties which COIM under NEPAVS re~latory requir~nts.

This vmek, our concerns about the Savannah River Plant have
already been addressed by the League of Women Voters of South
Carolina. W concur in the statement about need8 rmade by the
repreaentat ives of the South Carolina League.

Today, the Sa.fannah-Chathm League of Women Voters is here to
say w fully support stat~nts about the E“viro~ntal 1~.qct
Statem”t regarding the L-Reactor a“d the i~acts at the Savan-
nah River Plant to be wde by the League of Wnmwn Voters of



lable K-3. Scoping statments md EIS secticns or DDE*s r-pens- (co”ti”ued)

Cninent Scopirq

mber Statanent top ic EI S eectim or DDE cwment

Georgia, represented by Ms. Geraldine LeMay a“d by Georgia Co”-
nervancy and Coastal Citizens For Clean E“vircnment representa-
tive Larry Benedict.



Table K-3. Scoping st atmnts and El S sect ions or DOE’s responses (cent inued)

COment scoping

number St atwnent topic EIS section or DOE comnt

STATE~NT OF ~LISSA ALLEN HEATH

MY nam is Melissa Allen Heath. 1 just represent myself. 1 ‘m
a law stutent at the University of Georgia and will be co-
chairmm of the Environmental Law Association there this year.

I echo all the concerns that have been voiced today. 1 have
just a few things to add.

One, L would like to formally register an observation that this
hearing has not been widely publicized. It took m over an
hwr on the telephone yesterday to Find out where it was, and
the 00E telephone numbers in Atlanta are, as listed in the
At I ant a in format ion, non the Department of Labor.

~
Y1 1 mde several lon~distance phone calls before 1 found this

all out. fly only other specific observation is the effect on a
0. thmsand acres of Mrshland thrcugh Steel Creek and possibly
*

Y2 more each year should be measured not only in the effect on en-
dangered species, but also the effect on all species and the

Y5 effect on the ecosystm in general, not only through bioeccu-
Iation and the effects on the river, kt also just on the im-

Y4 pact that will have on the ecosystem and on fisheries, which is
a valuable resource in Georgia.

Y> Other than that, 1 think it’ a very important to consider the
Y6 inclusion of a containment dome, cooling to~rs, recycling sys-
Y7 tm and that the grmndwater effects are an increased concern

to everyone that 1 have talked to the last few days in
Savannah.

Wetland i~acts sections 4.1.1.4, 4.4.2, 5.1.1.2,
5.2.4, ~pendix C, Appendix 1

Endangered species sections 3.6.1.4, 3.6.2.3, 4.1.1.4,
Appendix C

Radiological effects %ctions 5.1.2, 5.2.6,
@pendix El

Fisheries Sections 5.2.4.2, 5.2.5.1, f#an-
dix C

Safety alternatives sact.ion 4.4.1
Alternative cooling Section 4.4.2, @~ndix 1, %e

timmnt S6
Groundnter contamination %ctionm 4.1.2.2, i!.4.3, 5.1.1.2,

5.1.1.4, Appendix F
See Comment 66



Table K-3. Scoping st at-nts and EIS sections or DDE vs respnses (cent inued)

Comment Scoping

numb e r St atmnt topic EIS section or DDE conmant

STATEKNT OF ELWIN E. TILSON

My nam is Elwin Tilson, and 1 mm representing myself at this
meting. 1 mn an assistant professor of radiation science;
although 1 have numerous concerns that 1 would like the EIS to
address, 1 feel that mst of those have been addressed by other
people in other ereas.

However, there is one area of extreme concern that I have in
the preparation of the EIS, and that is in the rigor, the
scientific rigor of the documnts used to derive decisions used
both in the Environwntal Asseamment, and 1 assune also being
used in the development of the EIS.

Z1 MY Professional opinion i? that, there are “ume:.aus, c-es i“ NEPA procedures

~ documents where there is in.sufficient scientific rigor, and
there are assu~tions that seriously affect the outcome of the

8 study kt are not adequately supported nor researched.

Forernrd

There are three examples 1 muld just like to bring to the at-
tention of the hearing as general examples. This process has
happened in nmerous documents that 1 have reviewed.

Zz The first is the mthod used to calculate the radiation doses Radiological effects Sections b.2.~, 5.1.2, 5.2.6,
in both airborne and waterborne contamination from radioiso- ~pendix B, @pendix O
tripes. It has one basic assumption in it that n!akee the calcu-
lat ion method inappropriate e, and the calculation is based on
the assumption of uniform distri~tion of radionuclides in the
air for airborne releases or in the water for waterborne
releases.

Unfortunately, the way that these releases do operate, in real-
ity, is not so that the release is uniformly distributed
thrmghcut a given volume of air or water. Mat happens is
that the radiation is concentrated in areas and does tend to be
-- it is very concentrated in som areas and unconcentrated in
other areas.

Many of the documents that have been used in the past make the
assumption that there is uniform dilution of radionuclides in
both airborne and waterborne types of eituationa, a major flaw
in methodology.



Table K-J. %OP ing st.tanents =d E [ S sections or DOE 1s r~pors~ (cunt i“ued)

Ccanme”t Scoping

number Statme”t t~ ic E 1 S sect io” or DOE cme”t

23 Another major flaw in methodology 1 have idant if ied in the Radiological eFf’ects Appendix 8
Env irorunental Assessment is the local lack of considerate icm of
an ef feet called bioacc~ulat ion. Biuaccmulatim mean9 just
that plank and animals absorb Zadiomclides and will accumu-
late a higher Level of radiation than the envirorunent.

They are in returr~ eaten by higher organisms, and it accunu-
1 ates further a“d further up the food chain.

[n many of the documents, it is totally ignored, and it is a
major m“sequence frm low level :adiat ion re lease over periods
of time.

24 A third incidence of false assumptions when making CO”C Iusiu”s Accident analysis Sections 4.2.1, 4.4.1, Appendix C
is related to the co”tairrnent systm used at the L-Reactor. I“
the Environmental Assessment, the statement was made that ir -
regardless of what the accident k, and one of the exanples
that they use was if they had a loss of coolant accident, that
they have a filter systm that is capable of raoving vi:tually
all ur all of the airborm radionuclides.

However, the ow assunptio” they made there whi.+ is a false
=sumptio” is that the filters that are used i“ the containment
system are equally effective hen wet frum stem, a“d in
actuality, DOE docme”ts do indicate that this particular fil-
ter systm is not functional when it becomes water-saturated
which, u“fortu”ately, is exactly the situation that would h~-
pen with a loss of coolant accident.

25 There are many other types of exmples that I could bring to NEPA procedures
the hearing, b“t my major cor,cerr~ is that in the preparatiu” of
the EIS, that the basic assumptions used behind the technical
docments that are being used be reexamined and reassessed be-
cause, as 1 stated before, i“ my professional opinion, there
are rume?ous false =sumptions used to make &cisions i“
documents.

Foreword



Table K-3. Stop ing statments =d EI S sections or DOE’s r=porm= (contiwed)

Cment Scopig

Mber Stat.5ment t~ic EI S section or DOE comnent

SrA[EMENT OF JOHN MACLEAN

fly nane is John M~lean. 1 represent a very informal group of
about a half doze” people. We have bas ical 1 y two concerrbs that
we would like the EIS to address, some of which YW have
pointed out in your presentation.

AAl [he first concerr, is that the L-Reactor and the requirements Regulatory requirement Chqter 7
for the L-Reactor, there seems to be a double standard that may
be +plied to the L-Reactor versus a private group. For
exaple, the NRC regulations for a private or utility-based
power plant would be lot stricter, it sems, than the standards
that are tn be applied fur the L-Reactor.

It would seem or would appear to seem that if the NRC is going
to require a private utility plant to have various things, like
a containment dome, a cooling tower, it would sem to make even
more sense to have those sane specifications, the sane require-
ments for a plant that produces plutoniun material for wc lear
weapons.

1 think the double standard question should ba addressed in the
EIS.

AA2 The second corbcern is very similar and hat is that the EIS Accident analysis
tiould at least spend sme time in addressing the sane scenario
that Babcock & Wilcox faced, Three Mile Island.

Fur exanple, would the L-Reactor actually survive the scena:io
of a locked overflow valve, the subsequent misreading of t6n -
peratu= by the instruments, the subsequent cuttirlg off of the
coolant punps, the subsequent melting of the zirconium arour!d

the reactor core and the subsequent creatirn of a bubble
u“derr$eath.

At least Three Mile Island had a containment dome.

Sections 4.2.1, 4.4.1, Appendix G

Could the L-Reactor survive that sane =enario? Granted it’s a
worst case scenario, but it did happen.
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The flS should address *ether U? not the L-Reactor could
survive that and should a~s~ add:ess whether Or nOt the NRC
requirements should be ~p lied to the L-Reactor.




